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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

\ message was received from the Senate, by 
Assury Dicmins, their Secretary, informing the 
H use that the Senate had passed an act (S. No 
431) for the relief of John Ferguson and others; 
aiso, that they had passed a resolution (H. R 
No. 11) for the purchase of Dr. Kane’s forth- 
eoming work on Arctic explorations, and for the 

resentation of medals to Dr. Kane, his officers 

and men, with an amendment, in which bill and 
amendment he was directed to ask the concur- 
of the House. 


TERRITORIAL BUSINESS, 


Mr. GROW. If desire that the House shall 
now set apart the usual time for the consideration 
of wrritorial business; and [ would suggest three 
days from the second Tuesday of January. 

Vir. HOUSTON. I would suggest to the gen- 


renee 


| 
! 


! 





tle man from Pennsylvania, thatthe second Tues- | 
day of January is sooner than those territorial | 


bis can be prepared for action. 


that the bills should not only be ees but | 
printed. t would suggest the third Tuesday of 
january. 


“Mr. GROW. TI am not particular as to the 
time, and | accept the gentleman’s suggestion. 

No objection being made, three days from 
and including the third Tuesday of January 
next were then set apart for the consideration of 
territorial business. 


TEXAS CREDITORS. 
Mr CAMPBELL, of Ohio. 


to the Texas claims. It is important that the 
House should act upon it, if at all, before the 
istof January. L ask that it may be taken from 
the Speaker’s table, and referred tothe Committee 
of Ways and Means. 

Mr. SHORTER. I object. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. I will say to the 
genteman from Alabama that he is doing man- 
ifest injustice to the most meritorious class of 
these claimants by interposing any objection to 
ihe immediate passage of this resolution. 

Mr. SHORTER. I will say to the gentleman 
that there is a bill upon the Speaker’s table 
equally meritorious, which I have tried repeatedly 
to have taker up; and the last time I made the 


etfort it was objected to by the gentleman from | 


Tennessee himself. 

Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio. 
regular order of business. 

Mr. HOUSTON. I presume that it is the in- 


I call for the 


tention of the House to take up and refer those | 


bills upon the Speaker’s table at some time. I 
would suggest that they be taken up now, and 
that such as are not to be put on their passage be 
referred. In that way we can reach both the bill 


indicated by the gentleman from Ghio and that | 


by my colleague. 
Mr. CLINGMAN., {call for the regular order 
ef business, 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 


The SPEAKER. The regular order of busi- 
Ress is the call of committees for reports of pri- 
vate business. 

The standing committees of the House were 
then called for reports. 

Mr. GIDDINGS, from the Committee of 


Claims, reported back the petition of Mahomet | 
Habbet, for the heirs of Caramalli E. Bashaw, | 


of Tripoli, praying for remuneration for military 

Services in the expedition, under General Eaton, 

against Jusuf Bashaw, usurper of the throne and 

regency of Tripoli; which was referred to the 
ommittee on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. LETCHER, from the same committee, 
reported back, with a recommendation that it do 
ae a bill (C.C. No. 14) for the relief of Thomas 

hodes and Jeremiah Austill; which was referred 


to a Committee of the Whole House, and ordered | 


to be printed. 
Mr. JONES, of Pennsylvania, from the same 
committee, reported back, with a recommenda- 


11 


It is important | 


A resolution | 
came yesterday from the Senate having reference | 


| Mr. FAULKNER, from the Committee on | 
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tion that it do pass, Senate bill (No. 408) for the 
relief of Joseph D. Beers, of the city of New 
York; which was referred to a Committee of the 
Whole House, and ordered to be printed 

Mr J , from the comnuttee reported the 
following resolutica; which was read, considered, 
and adopted: 


ey 
wea 


Resolved, That the Clerk of this House obtain for the use | 


of the Committee of Claims one copy of Devereux’s Digest 
of the opinions of the Court of Claims; also a copy of Cur 
tis’s Digest and Alden’s Index of the Decisions of the Su 
preme Court. 

Mr. COMINS, from the Committee on Com- 
merce, reported a bill for the relief of the fishing 
schooner Uncle Amasa; which was read a first and 
second time, referred to a Committee of the 
Whole House, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. THORINGTON asked consent to intro- 
duce, for reference only, the following resolution: 


Resolved, That executive document No. 262, Twenty- 
Fifth Congress, first ion, published in conformity 
with a resolution of this House, passed the 6th of April, 
1840, as published in executive docfiiment No. 49, be repub 
lished, and a sufficient number thereof printed to furnish 
copies to the several libraries of Congress, the different De- 
partments, and one copy to each member of Congress. 


Mr. COBB, of Georgia, objected. 
Mr. HORTON, of New York, from the Com- 


memorial of the Boston Lake Superior Mineral 
Land Company; which was laid upon the table, 
and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. SANDIDGE, from the same committee, 
reported a bill for the relief of the inhabitants of 
the parish of Ascension, State of Louisiana; which 
was read a first and second time, referred to a 
Committee of the Whole House, and ordered to 
| be printed. 


| Military Affairs, reported a bill inereasing the 


mittee on Private Land Claims, reported back the | 


| 


| 
| 
| 
| 


| 


ie i 
| Committee on the Judiciary. 


pension of Daniel Denver; which was read a first | 
and second time, referred to a Committee of the | 


| Whole House, and ordered to be printed. 
Mr. QUITMAN, from the same committee, 


reported back, with a recommendation that it do | 


pass, an act (S. No. 423) for the relief of Kath- | 


arine M. Hamer, widow of the late General | 


| mittee of the Whole House, and ordered to be 
| printed. 

Mr. BUFFINTON, from the same commit- 
tee, reported a bill for the relief of Benjamin W. 
Smithson; which was read a first and second time, 
| referred to a Committee of the Whole House, and 

ordered to be printed. 

Mr. DICKSON, from the Committee on Inva- 

lid Pensions, reported a bill for the relief of Eli 
| Darling; which was read a first and second time, 


=? 


Thomas L. Hamer; which was referred to a Com- | 


| referred to a Committee of the Whole House, and | 


ordered to be printed. 
Mr. THURSTON, from the Committee on 
Accounts, reported adversely on the memorial in 
| the case of John L. Wirt; which report was laid 
upon the table, and ordered to be printed. 
The SPEAKER, by unanimous consent, laid 
before the House anact (S. No. 447) for the relief 
of Garman, Wigle & Benford: which was read 
| a first and second time, and referred to the Com- 
| mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 
Mr. EUSTIS. 


an appropriation for the improvement of Milne- 
burg harbor, on Lake Pontchartrain, in the State 
of Louisiana, for reference only. 

Mr. CARLILE. I object to the introduction 
of any bill out of the regular order. I have 
bill which I wish to introduce, but cannot. 

Mr. GIDDINGS. 1 move that the House re- 


I ask the unanimous consent | 
|| of the House for leave to introduce a bill making | 


New Senies..... No. ll. 


itself into a Committee of the Whole House on 
the Private Calendar. 

The SPEAKER. To take up and refer the 
bills on the Speaker’s table, will not occupy more 


than fifteen minutes 
Mr.GIDDINGS. Then I withdraw my objec- 


| tion. 


Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio. 


I move that the 


| Committee of Ways and Means be discharged 


from the further consideration of the petition and 
papers in the case of B. 8. Pope, which were im- 
properly referred to that committee, and that they 
be referred to the Committee of Claims. 

The motion was agreed to. 

REFERENCE OF SENATE BILLS AND RESO- 
LUTIONS. 

The SPEAKER laid before the House an act 
(S. No. 330) for the relief of certain actual set- 
tlersand cultivators, who purchased lands subject 
to graduation within the limits of the Choctaw 
cession of 1830, at a less rate than the true grad- 
uated price, under the ** Act to graduate and re- 
duce the price of the public lands to actual settlers 
and cultivators,’’ approved the 4th of August, 
1854, and for other purposes; which was read a 
first and second time by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Public Lands. 

Also, an act (S. No. 318) to authorize the in- 


| vestigation and determination of asserted titles 


} 


to the Hot Springs of the Ouachita, in the State 
of Arkansas; which was read a first and second 
time. 


Mr. COBB, of Alabama. 


I move that it be 


| referred to the Committee on Public Lands. 


Mr. GREENWOOD. There is a question 
whether this bill, instead of going to the Com- 
mittee on Public Lands, ought not to go to the 
It provides that 
the claimants of the Hot Springs of Arkansas 
shall assert their rights in the district courts of 
the United States. I move that it be so referred. 

The motion to refer to the Committee on the 
Judiciary was disagreed to; and the bill was then 
referred to the Committee on Public Lands. 

The SPEAKER also laid before the House a 


| resolution (S. No. 25) for the relief of the sugar 


planters -of the State of Louisiana; which was 
read a first and second time. 

Mr. EUSTIS. I hope that this resolution will 
be immediately put on its passage. 

Several MemBers. No! let the resolution be 
referred. 

Mr. PHELPS. I move that the resolution be 
referred to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I hope the resolution will not 
be referred, but put Bn its passage at this time. 


Mr. LECCHER. What does the resolution 
relate to? 
Mr. HOUSTON. If gentlemen do not wish 


| the resolution to be referred, let it be passed over 


and stand as one of the bills not taken up. 
Mr. EUSTIS _ If the resolution be read there 


| will be no objection to its passage at this time. 


It can give rise to no debate. 

The resolution was read. 

Mr. EUSTIS. The passage of the resolution 
is strongly recommended by the Secretary of the 
Treasury. If it be not passed, let it go at all 
events to the Committee on Commerce. But Ido 
not believe there will be objection to its passage. 

Mr. WAKEMAN. I object. 

The resolution was then referred to the Com- 


|} mittee on Commerce. 


a | 


| solve itself into a Committee of the Whole House | 


on the Private Calendar. 
Mr. HOUSTON. 

not press his motion to go into committee until 

| we have taken up and referred the bills from the 

| Senate which are upon the Speaker’s table. 

Mr. GIDDINGS. This day is set apart for 


I hope the gentleman will | 


|| the consideration of private bills; and as there | 


| 


The following bills and resolutions from the 
Senate were then severely taken from the Speak- 
er’s table, read @ first and second tine, and re- 
ferred as indicated below: 

An act (No. 178) respecting the harboring of 
deggrters from the military service, and to protect 
the public interest in regard to the enlistment and 
dechane of minors. Referred to the Committee 
on Military Affairs. 

A-resolution (No. 23) to enable the Secretary 
of State to pay certain'clerks in the Department 


are no more reports to be made of a private char- || of State the same compensation which has been 
acter, I think that the House ought to resolve || paid to clerks of the same grade in the other 
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Executive Departments. Referred to the Commit- 
tee of Ways and Means. 

An act (No. 271) authorizing an additional 
number of stand of arms for the use of the State 
of California. Referred to the Committee on 


Military Affairs. 
] 


An act (No. 356) to authorize the people of 


the Territory of Kansas to form a constitution 
and State government preparatory to their admis- 


sion into the Union on an eq ial footing with the 
original Stats Referred to the Committee on 
rr 
lerritories. 

A resolution (No. 26) previding for further 


mail service between Charleston, in the State of 


South Carolina, and Havana. Referred to the 
Committee on tha Post Office and Post Roads. 

An act (No. 363) to procure a bust, in marble, 
of the late Chief Justice John Rutledge. Referred 
to the Committee on the Library. 

An act (No. 84) to establish a port of entry at 
Fernandina, in the State of Florida. Referred to 
the Committee on Commerce. 


An act (No. 344) for the final adjudication of 


questions of title to swamp lands between private 
claimants and the State of Louisiana. Referred 
to the Committee on Public Lands. 

An act (No. 237) to amend the act passed De- 
cember 31, 1792, entitled ** An act concerning the 
registering and recording of ships and vessels.”’ 
Ref ry d to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 36) making an appropriation for 
the construction of a harbor at Marquette, on 
Lake Superior, inthe State of Michigan. Referred 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 48) for compl tung the improve- 
ment in the harbor of Manitowoc, Wisconsin. 
Referred to the C 

An act (No. 54) making appropriations for 
certain public works in the State of Maine. 
Referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 124) to increase the efficiency of 
the United States Army. Referred to the Com- 
mittee on Military Affairs. 

An act (No. 89) for continuing the improve- 
ment of the harbor of Racine, Wisconsin. Re- 
ferred to the Commitice on Commerce. 

An act (No. 90) for completing the improve- 
ment of the harbor of Kenosha, Wisconsin. 
Referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 91) for continuing the improye- 
ment of the harbor of Sheboygan, Wisconsin. 
Leferred to the Committee on Commerce, 

An act (No. 37) making an appropriation for 
the censtruction of a harbor at the mouth of 
Kalamazoo river, in the State of Michigan. 
Referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 92) for continuing the improve- 
ment of the harbor of Milwaukee, Wisconsin. 
Referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 391) providing for the compulsory 
pre-payment of postage on all transient printed 
matter. Referred to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

An act (No. 39) making an appropriation for 


emmittce on Commerce. 


the construction of a harbor at the mouth of 


Grand river, in the State of Michigan, Referred 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 368) to amend the act entitled ** An 
act to remodel the diplomatic and consular sys- 
tems of the United States,’’ approved March 1, 
1855. Referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

An act (No. 40) making an appropriation for 
the construction of a harbor at the mouth of Black 
river, in the State of Michigan. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 42) making an appropriation for 
the construction of a harbor at the mouth of Clin- 
ton river, in the State of Michigan. Referred to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 43) making an appropriotion for 
completing the harbor of St. Joseph, in the State 
of Michigan. Referred to the Committee on 
Commerce. 

An act (No. 44) making appropriations for the 
completion of the piers at the harbor of Monroe, 
in the State of Michigan. Referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. ; 

An act (No. 10) to continue the improvement 
of the harbor of Newark, New Jersey. Referred 
to the Committee on Commerce 

An act (No. 15) to continue the improvement 
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| An act (No. 16) to continue the improvement 
of the harbor of Huron, Ohio. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce, 

» Anact (No. 17) to continue the impro¥ement 
of the harbor of Ashtabula, Ohio. Referred to 
the Committee,on Commerce. 

\n act (No. 18) to continue the improvement 
of the harbor of Sandusky city, Ohio. Referred 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 19) to continue the improvement 
of the harbor of Cleveland, Ohio. Referred to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No, 20) to continue the improvement 
of the harbor at the mouth of Black river, Ohio. 
Referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 21) to continue the improvement 
of the harbor of Fairport, Ohio. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

Anact( No. 22) for continuing the improvement 
of the harbor at the mouth of Oak Orchard creek, 
New York, on Lake Ontario. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

Anact (No. 23) forcontinuing the improvement 
of the harbor of Buffalo, New York, on Lake 


Erie. Referred to the Committee on Commerce. | 


An act (No. 24) for continuing the improve- 
ment of the harbor of Dunkirk, New York, on 
Lake Krie. 
merece, - 

An act (No. 25) for continuing the improve- 
mentof the harbor of Sodus bay, Cayuga county, 
New York, on Lake Ontario. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 26) for continuing the improve- 
mentof the harbor of Sodus bay, Wayne county, 
New York, on Lake Ontario. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 27) for completing the improve- 
ment of the harbor of Oswego, New York, on 
Lake Ontario. Referred to the Committee on 
Commerce, 

An act (No, 28) making an appropriation for 

| a steam-dredge on Lake Ontario. Referred to 
the Committee on Commerce. 


An act (No. 29) making an appropriation for | 


the continuation and completion of the break- 
water in the harbor of Burlington, on Lake 
Champlain. Referred to the Committee on Com- 
nerce, 

An act (No. 52) to provide for continuing the 


| improvement of the Missouri river. Referred to 


the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 69) for continuing the improve- 
ment of the navigation of the Arkansas river. 
Referred to the Committee on Commerce. 


An act (No. 95) to continue the construction of | 
a harbor on the east side of Reedy Island. Re- | 


ferred to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 51) to provide for continuing the 
improvement of the Mississippi river. Referred 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 66) for continuing certain public 
works in the State of Massachusetts. Referred 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 71) to continue the improvement 
of the Rock river rapids, in the Upper Missis- 


sippi. Referred to the Committee on Commerce. | 
An act (No. 96) for continuing the improve- | 


| ment of the harbor of New Castle. Referred to 


the Committee on Commerce. 


An act (No. 116) making an appropriation for | 


continuing the improvement of the harbor of 
Erie, in the State of Pennsylvania. Referred to 
the Committee on Commerce. 


An act (No. 148) to continue the improvement | 


of the Tennessee river. Referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 132) to provide for the improve- 
ment of the navigation of the Ohio river. Re- 
ferred to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 134) to continue the improve- 
ment of the harbor of Vermillion, Ohio. Re- 

| ferred to the Committee on Commerce. 


An act (No. 153) to continue the improvement | 


of the harbor of Michigan City. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 


An act (No. 165) for continuing the improve- 


/ment of the harbor of Chicago, Illinois. Re- | 


ferred to the Committee on Commerce. 


A resolution (No. 28) relative to the building | 
for a custom-house and post office at Toledo, in | 
Referred to the Committee on | 


the State of Ohio. 


of the harbor of Conneaut, Ohio. Referred to the |} Commerce. 


Cammittee on Commerce. 


An act (No. 70) for continuing and completing 


Referred to the Committee on Com- 


GLOBE. — 
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eatin ’ 
the improvement of Red river at the raft, Re 
ferred to the Committee on Commerce. . 
An act (No. 127) for the construction o¢ 
steam-dredge for Lake Michigan. Referred , 
the Committee on Commerce. . 
An act (No. 164) tocontinue the IMprovemen 





| of the Ulinois river. Referred to the Comm). 


| Referred to the Committee on Commerce. 


on Commerce. 
An act (No. 173) for the improvement of , 
harbor of Appalachicola, in the State of PF 


he 


Orida, 


An act (No. 174) for the improvement of 1h, 
harbor of Charleston, South Carolina. 
to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 179) to provide for the protection 


Re fe rreq 


_of Cape Cod harbor, Massachusetts.  Referrej 
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to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No, 227) making further appropriatio, 
for the improvement of the Cape Fear riyo, 
North Carolina. Referred to the Committee o, 
Commerce. 

An act (No. 248) providing for the survey of 
Atchafalaya bay and approaches. Referred to 
the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 249) providing for the survey of 
the falls of Red river, at or near Alexandrig, 
Referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No, 291) to provide for improving th 
harbor of Georgetown, District of Columbia, 
Referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 323) making appropriation for the 
improvement of the channel at Hell Gate, Easy 
river, in the State of New York. Referred to tip 
Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 336) for constructing a military 
road from a point opposite E] Paso, on the Rio 
Grande, to Fort Yuma, at the mouth of the Gilg 
river, and for establishing military posts ther. 
upon. Referred to the Committee on Commerce, 

An act (No. 403) to remove obstructiong in the 
Bayou la Fourche, Louisiana. Referred" to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 411) for continuing the improve. 
ment of the harbor of Mobile, Alabama, at Dog 
river bar, Choctaw Pass, and to the Lower 
Fleet. Referred to the Committee on Commerce, 

An act (No. 412) for continuing the improve- 
ment of the Hudson river. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No. 424) for continuing the improve- 
ment of the harbor of Providence, Rhode Island. 
Referred to the Committee on Commerce. 

An act (No, 433) for continuing the improw- 
ment of the inland passage between the St, John’s 
and St. Mary’s rivers, Florida. Referred to the 
Committee on Commerce. 

A resolution (No. 36) for enlarging the custom- 
house, post office, and court-house at Detroit, 
Michigan. Referred to the Committee on Com 
merce, 

A resolution (No. 38) respecting the distribu: 
tion of certain public documents. Referred to 
the Committee on the Library. 

An act (No. 81) to provide for the payment of 
certain claims of citizens of Georgia and Ala- 
bama, on account of losses sustained by depre- 
dations of the Creek Indians. Referred to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

An act (No. 404) for the relief of the officers 
and privates of the Clinton Guards, of the county 
of Macomb, in the State of Michigan. Referred 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

A resolution (No. 40) accepting the portrait of 
John Hampden, presented to Congress by John 
McGregor. Referred to the Committee on the 
Library. 

An act (No. 445) to create two additional land 
districts in the State of California. Referred to 
the Committee on Publie Lands. : 

A resolution (No. 41) in relation to Indian 
depredations in New Mexico. Referred to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. ; 

A resolution (No. 42) to provide for ascertain- 
ing the relative value of the coinage of the United 
States and Great Britain, and the fixing the rel- 
ative valne of the unitary coins of the two coun- 
tries. Referred to the Committee of Ways and 
Means. . 

An act (No. 402) to provide for holding the 
courts of the United States, in the State of Call- 
fornia, in case of the sickness or other disability 
of the judge of the district court. Referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. ; 

An act (No. 462) for fulfilling the stipulations 
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dians of 16th Augyst, 1856. Referred to the 
Committee of Ways and Means. : < 

Anact (No. 431) for the relief of John Fer- 
euson and others. Referred to the Committee 
of Claims. f ; 

4 resolution (No. 44) granting further time to 
the creditors of Texas to present their claims, 
al for other purposes. 

Mr. JONES, of ‘Tennessee. 
olution will be put upon its passage. 
there can be no objection to it, 

Mr. RITCHIE. I object. 

The resolution was reterred to the Committee 
of Ways and Means. 

Mr. GREEN WOOD. I understand from the 
Clerk that Senate bill (No. 318) to authorize the 


I hope that res- 


investigation and determinat'on of asserted ttles | 
= Db 


to the Hot Springs of the Ouachita, in the State 


of Arkansas, has been referred to the Committee | 


on Public Lands. Now, while I have the utmost 
confidence in that committee, I beg leave to say 
that the bill involves. important legal questions, 


and ought, for that reason, to go to the Committee | 


If there be no objection, I move |; ested witnesses, that the deceased Hi nry Hutch- 


onthe Judiciary. 
that it be so referred. 

Mr. COBB, of Alabama. 
to that reference. 

The motion fora change of reference was agreed 
to, and the bill sent to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 


I have no objection 


BILLS REPORTED. 


Mr. TAYLOR, from the Committee of Claims, 
reported back, with a recommendation that it do 
ass, an act (S. No. 409) forthe relief of Thomas 
M. Newell; which was referred to a Committee of 
the Whole House, and ordered to be printed. 

Mr. T. also, from the same committee, reported 
a bill for the relief of Isaac Swain; which was 
read a first and second time, referred to a Com- 


mittee of the Whole House, and ordered to be | 


orinted. 
PROPOSITION TO ADJOURN OVER. 
Mr. KEITT. 


I move that when the House 


adjourns to-day, it adjourn to meet on Monday || 


next. 
Mr. WALBRIDGE., 
nays on that motion. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and it was decided in 
the negative—yceas 69, nays 108; as follows: 
YEAS—Messrs. Aiken, Barbour, Barksdale, Henry Ben- 
nett, Bocock, Bowie, Boyce, Brooks, Broom, James H. 
Campbell, Lewis D. Camphell, Caruthers, Bayard Clarke, 


I demand the yeas and 


Howell Cobb, Crawford, Cullen, Cumback, Davidson, | 


Henry Winter Davis, Jacob C. Davis, Timothy Davis, 
Denver, Dick, Edwards, Elliott, Eustis, Evans, Foster, 
J. Morrison Harris, Sampson W. Harris, Herbert, George 


W. Jones, Ket, King, Lake, Letcher, Mace, Maxwell, | 
McCarty, MeMullin, McQueen, Killian Miller, Smith | 


Miller, Millward, Moore, Morrison, Nichols, Norton, Mur- 


decai Oliver, Peck, Phelps, Quitman, Ready, Ritchie, Riv- | 


ers, Robison, Ruffin, Simmons, Samuel A. Smith, William 

Smith, Stephens, Swope, Talbott, Thurston, Underwood, 

Vail, Warner, Wheeler, and Whitney—69. 
NAYS—Messrs. Akers, Albright, Allison, Ball, Hendley 


8. Bennett, Benson, Billinghurst, Bingham, Bishop, Bliss, 


Bradshaw, Brenton, Buffinton, Burnett, Cadwalader, John 
P. Campbell, Carlile, Caskie, Chaffee, Ezra Clark, Cling- 


man, Williamson R. W. Cobb, Colfax, Comins, Covode,,| 


Cox, Damrelt, Day, Dean, De Witt, Dickson, Dodd, Dow- 
dell, Edimundson, Faulkner, Flagler, Florence, Giddings, 
Gilbert, Goode, Granger, Greenwood, Grow, Augustus Hail, 


Robert B. Hall, Harlan, Haven, Hodges, Hoffman, Hollo- | 


way, Thomas RK. Horton, Valentine B. Horton, Houston, 
Howard, Hughston, J. Glancy Jones, Kelly, Kelsey, Knapp, 
Knight, Knowlton, Knox, Leiter, Samuel 8. Marshall, 


Matteson, Millson, Morgan, Morrill, Murray, Paine, Parker, | 
Perry, Pettit, Pike, Pringle, Purviance, Puryear, Ricaud, | 
Kobbins, Roberts, Rust, Sabin, Sandidge, Sapp, Scott, || be better to pass a general bill, covering all cases 
Tappan, Taylor, Thorington, Todd, Valk, Wade, Wake- || 
man, Walbridge, Waldron, Welch, Wells, Williams, Wins- || 
low, Wood, Woodruff, Woodworth, John V. Wright, and || 


William R. Smith, Sneed, Spinner, Stanton, Stranahan, 


Zollicoffer—108. 
So the House refused to adjoyrn over. 


vate Calendar. 
The motion was agreed to. 


The House accordingly resolved itself into a | 


Committee of the Whole House on the Private || . 
|| such cases? 


right; but is that any reason why this case, cov- 


Calendar, (Mr. Bococx in the chair,) 
JOSEPH RICHARDS. 


The CHAIRMAN stated that the first bill 
before the Committee for consideration was a bill 
(H. R. No. 225) for the relief of Joseph Rich- 
ards, of Berks county, Pennsylvania. 


. 





I am sure | 


| he remained till he 








|| objection to a general law. 
_ Mr. GIDDINGS moved that the House resolve | 
itself into a Committee of the Whole on the Pri- || 
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of the treaty with the Creek and Seminole In- |! ’ 
: || to cause to be issued to and in the name of Joseph 
| Richards, devisee and legal r 


The bill directs the Commissioner of Pensions 


presentative of 
Henry Hutchison, deceased, late a private in 
company B, fourth regiment of United States 
artillery, a land warrant in Iu of a warrant 
issued the 27th of May, 1848, in the name of th 
said Henry Hutchison, forone hundred and sixty 
acres, and numbered 16596, which warrant was 
issued subsequent to the death of Henry Hutch- 
ison; and further, that he require Joseph Rich 
ards to deliver to him, to be canceled, the said 
warrant, and the same to be duly canceled before 
another warrant shall be issued in lieu thereof, 
in the name of Joseph Richards as devisee and 
legal representative aforesaid: Provided, however, 
That before a warrant shall be issued, satisfac- 
tory proof shall be filed in the office of the Com- 
missioner of Pensions that Joseph Richards is 
justly and legally entitled to have and receive 
the warrant as devisee and representative of 


|| Henry Hutchison, deceased. 


The report was read. It appears by the peti- 
tion of the applicant, and aflidavits of disinter- 
ison was a foundling, and was taken by the peti- 
tioner. (Joseph Richards) when an infant, and 
supported by him until he arrived at the years 


of manhood, at which tim® Hutchison enlisted 


and served through the Mexican war; after the 
expiration of which, the deceased returned to the 
house of the petitioner, broken in health, where 
died. Before the death of 
Hutchison, he made an application for a land 
warrant for one hundred and sixty acres of land, 
which was granted by the proper officer, but not 
issued until after the death of Hutchison; and 
the same was devised by the last will and testa- 
ment of Hutchison to Joseph Richards, with 
whom he lived and died. The petitioner being 


a poor man, and the expense of transferring land 
warrants, under the forms (in such cases) pre- 
scribed by the act of Conger ss he ing consider ible, 


a bill is reported for his relief. 

Mr. HOUSTON. Ido not know who reported 
this bill, but it seems to me that some explana- 
tion is required beyond what is shown im the 
report. 

Mr. JONES, of Pennsylvania. The explana- 
tion given in the report is so simple and clear that 
nothing [ could say would add to or explain it, the 


| simple fact being that Hutchison served during 


the Mexican war as a soldier; was wounded, 
returned from the war to my county, and made 
application to the Pension Office for his bounty 
land underthe law. He proved the facts conclu- 
sively, and it was passed at the Pension Office 
without a doubt. He was prostrated by sick- 
ness,and having nothing to pay the expenses of 
his sickness, or even of his board, he made his 
last will and testament, and gave to Mr. Richards, 
at whose house he died, that land warrants The 
warrant was passed by the Pension Office, but 
was passed in the name of Hutchison; and this 
bill is merely intended to carry that will into 
effect, and give that bounty land to Mr. Richards. 

Mr. LETCHER. I would like to inquire of 
my friend from Pennsylvania why, if the com- 
mittee agreed to pass this case, they did not in- 


| troduce a general bill covering all such cases? 


There are many cases of this sort. I know of 
one myself where a land warrant was willed in 
the same way, and I have no doubt there are 
other cases. It seems to me that if a bill of this 
kind ought to pass in regard to one case, it would 


of a like character. 

Mr. JONES, of Pennsylvania. My reply is, 
that we should take care of the case in hand; that 
we should do one thing at a time. I have no 
We all know that it 
has been the practice of this House to pass special 
acts granting registers to vessels, and ithas always 
beenthe opinion of this House that there should 


| be a general law passed for that purpose; yet who 


ever was heard to object to one meritorious case 
because there was no general law to cover all 
I will concede that a cerferal law 1s 


ered all over with merits, should not pass? Let 
this pass, and then I will say to the gentleman 


‘from Virginia, that I will coéperate with him in 


the passage of a general law. This case was 
presented on the petition of an individual, and the 
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committee could » vt. with propriety, frame a ren- 
eral law upon suck a petition. 
up last session--and it has been pending seven 
years—and was objected to by the gentleman 
from Virginia | Mr. MeMvniuiw) merely because 
it was not a general law. Well, if we come to 
the point that Congress refuses to do justice to 
an individual because they are not going to do 
justice to all mankind, injustice will continue to 
be done to individuals until such a general bill is 
rassed. 

Mr. LETCHER. I think the gentleman’s 
conclusion is clearly a non sequitur. It is just 
as easy tc pass a law to cover all similar cases as 
to pass this law 5 and by passing a general law, 
ul! parties will be placed upon the same footing. 
But the gentleman will see that if this case passes 
now, there may not be an opportunity to intro- 
duce a general bill which will place all parties 
occupying the same position in the same condi- 
tion. <A friend behind me is preparing an amend- 
ment to make the bill general in its operation, 
which I will offer in a moment or two. 

Mr. McMULLIN. By the leave of the gen- 
tleman from Pennsylvania, I will say that I be- 
lieve that I objected to this bill at the last session 
Lam satisfied now to withdraw that objection to 
the bill, and shall vote for this case, either in an 
individual bill, or in a veneral bill. Lam free to 
say that, in my judgment, the bill ought to be 
passed, . 

Mr. JONES, of Pennsylvania. Iam in favor 
of a general bill, and will vote for it; but I ask 
the House not to withhold justice from this indi- 
vidual because a general bill is not passed. Let 
the amendment be offered now, and both of them 
be passed together. 

Mr. HOUSTON. I shall object to the amend- 
ment proposed, as—— 

Mr. KEITT. IL rise to a question of order. I 
call the gentleman to order, and the point I make 
is, that the gentleman voted against the motion 
to adjourn over until Monday in order to fecili- 
tate business, and now he is obstructing it, 
{ Laughter. 

Mr. HOUSTON. If the gentleman does not 
desire to hear me, he is not obliged to remain in 
the House. Lobject to a general law of this char- 
acter as much as to a special law, because it is, 
in my opinion, an innovation upon all the rules 
which have governed the issuance of land war- 
rants from the beginning of that system to the 
present time. Tunderstand this case to be of this 
character: a soldier, who was doubtless a meri- 
torious man, died before a warrant was issued, 
and therefore there is no question about the fact 
that there was no legal title in him, because his 
death deprived him and his heirs, as the papers 
now show, of any right to the land. warrant. Of 
course, the right either failed to vest in anybody, 
or it vested in his heirs. If he has any heirs liv- 
ing, who, under the provisions of law, might apply 
for this warrant, we have no right to legislate 
their title or their rights away to any other man. 

sut if there be no person who, under the bounty 
land law, is entitled to receive such warrant, then 
of course no warrant is due to any one. But, 
because this soldier owed debts, oul deel debts 
that ought to be paid if it were possible to pay 
them, and because he was a meritorious man and 
good soldier, and therefore entitled to the favor- 
«able regard of all of us, is that any reason why 
we should take this indirect mode of appropri- 
ating money to pay his debts? 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I ask you—I ask the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania—to point out the 
difference between voting money to the amount 
of the value of the warrant to this Mr. Richards, 
with whom this man boarded, and voting him 
the land warrant? There is no law authorizing 
either; there is no justice in either; there is no 
claim for either. You have just the same night 
to vote money as to vote the warrant. Richa-ds 
has a claim against the estate of the deceased sol- 
dier; but there are no assets out of which it can 
be paid; and now it is proposed that we shall step 
in and furnish assets to that estate, or rather that 
we shall give this property to Richards, which 
will pay his debt, simply because the soldier 
served his country faithfully, and was not so 
fortunate as to obtain his warrant during his life. 

Mr. RITCHIE. I rise to a point of order in 
reference to the amendment proposed by the gen- 
tleman from Virginia. The gentleman proposes. 


mya: 
This case came 
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to amend this private bill by substituting a gen- || 1855 provided for land warrants for those who 


eral bill. ‘This being private bill day, I submit | 
that it is not in order to submit a general bill in 
the form of an amcondment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains the 
point of order, and rules the amendment of the 
gentleman from Virginia to be out of order. If 
a general bill had been reported, it would have 
had to go to the Committee of the Whole on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. JONES, of Pennsylvania. I had no 
special objection to the amendment of the gentle- 
man from Virginia, though I wiil not say that I 
am prepared to advocate a general law such as 
he has indicated. I wish now that the committee 
shall confine itself to the particular case on the 
Calendar. Now, sir, in reply to the gentleman 
from Alabama, I will say thatI donot ask Congress 
to give one dollar to my constituents or to any one 
else. I do not recognize the right of this body 
to make any such bounty. What I ask in this 
particular case is, that when a claim is presented 
founded upon principles of equity and justice, 
but wanting the legal forms to carry out that 
justice, you shall furnish the necessary legal 
forms for that purpose. This man served his 
country faithfully; and the Department, without 
a moment’s hesitation, decided that the warrant 
should be issued. If it had been issued before 
his death, it would have gone, under his will, to 
Richards. It is tren a matter of equity and justice | 
that Richards should receive the land warrant 
which would have been issued, and would now 
be issued but for a mere legal technicality which 
it is now asked to remove. 

Mr. HOUSTON. The argument which I | 
intended to make was upon the law of the case. | 
I then said, and I now say, that there are no || 
principles of law upon which this claim can be || 
established. There are thousands of cases which || 
will be likely to come before us if the precedent is 
established, as strong,and inall human probability || 
stronger, than that presented by the gentleman |) 
from Pennsylvania. Under the law last passed, || 
this warrant, if issued, must go first to the sol- ‘| 
dier, and ultimately to his minor children, if he | 
be not living. Now, sir, | know of many cases | 
under that provision of law, where a party was | 
entitled to a warrant, but died before the warrant 
was issued, and his children, because they were 
over the age of twenty-one, cannot get the war- 
rant. 

Mr. JONES, of Pennsylvania. The gentleman 
from Alabama bases his whole argument upon the 
ground that he will not do justice to a particular || 
claimant, because we cannot do general justice. 

Mr. HOUSTON. That is not correct. This 
may be avery meritorious case. Sinoe my first | 
remarks were mad@@ feature of this case has been | 
called to my atteftion which makes it stronger | 
than I first thought it was. lunderstand, though 
the report does not state so specifically, that | 
Hutchison was a member of the family of Mr. | 
Richards from his infancy. 

A Memper. That is not so. 

Mr. HOUSTON, If that be not so, then the || 
favorable feature of the case I was about to pre- || 
sent has no existence. What I was going on to | 

ay wasthis: ‘The fact that Hutchison was raised || 
almost as ason by Richards, would make the case || 
a strong one. Though it would be in conflict |) 
with the law which governs the issuance of war- 
rants, yet it would create a stronger equity in | 
Richards’s behalf. The objection I have to this | 
case is this: If you pass this bill you single out 
a case and make an inroad on the provisions of 
law as they exist and have been enforced upon 
others. ‘There are, | have no doubt, many other 
cases stronger than this one which have been set- 
tled by the principles of the law as it exists, and 
there should be no exception in this case. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. It appears that 
Mr. Hutchison was a foundling, and taken by 
Mr. Richards when an infant, and supported by |, 
him until he arrived at years of manhood. Mr. 
Hutchison then enlisted, and served through the 
Mexican war. At the expiration of that war he || 
returned to Mr. Richards’s house broken in health, | 
where he remained until he died. Before his | 
death he applied for a land warrant. Under the | 
law, he was clearly entitled to a warrant for one |) 
hundred and sixty acres. The law under which | 
he was so entitled differs materially from the | 
laws of 1850 and 1855. The laws of 1850 and || 


} 


| 





warrant as much as a father would be entitled to 


_such as 1s represented by my colleague. The 
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had served long before their passage, and there- 
fore made a gratuity. The law under Which the 
soldier who served in the Mexican war is enti- 
tled to his land warrant, was passed before the 
service was rendewed. The warrant was a part 
of the consideration promised to be paid to on 
for enlisting in the United States service during 
that war; and itis as much a part of his pay as 
the regular monthly pay. 

The law also provides that if the soldier die 
before receiving his warrant, and shall leave 
neither widow nor surviving children, his father 
shall be entitled to the warrant. How is this 
case in this respect? It appears that the soldier, 


Hutchison, was a foundling, taken by Richards |! 


and raised by him. He always lived at Richards’s 
house, and returned there after the war, to the | 
only house in the world, perhaps, that he could 
call home, and to the only person he could look | 
to as a father. Mr. Richards was his foster- 


, father, and upon principles of justice is entitled 


to this warrant. I think that the warrant ought 
to be issued to him, not so much because it was 
devised to him by Hutchison, but because of the 
relation which had uniformly existed between 
them. Under the law that where there was no 
widow or surviving children, the father should | 
receive the warrant, le is clearly entitled to what | 
is provided for by this pending bill. I think that | 
the report shows that Richards is entitled to the 


it. | move that the bill be laid aside to be reported 
to the House with a recommendation that it do 
IASS. 

The motion was agreed to. 


SAMUEL R. THURSTON. 


| 

| 

| 

A bill (H.R. No. 254) for the relief of the | 
heirs of the late Samuel R. Thurston, Delegate | 
from Oregon. 
The bill, which was read, directs the Secretary | 
of the Treasury to allow and pay to the legal | 
representative of Samuel R. Thurston, late Del- 
egate from Oregon, for the benefit of his heirs, | 


| the difference between the pay he has already | 
| received for mileage, and that now allowed to, 


and received by, the present Delegate. 
From the report it appears that, by the act 


| organizing the said Territory, which was passed | 
'| in 1848, the mileage of the Delegate was limited | 
| to $2,500. Under this act Mr. Thurston was | 
| elected Delegate, and during his term in 1850, | 
| Congress, in legislating upon the same question, 


allowed mileage to the members from California | 
and the Delegate from Oregon **by the most | 
usually traveled route within the limits of the 
United States.’’ And by the act of 1852, there is | 
a direct repeal of the limitation of the general | 
mileage law as contained in the act of 1848. Mr. | 


| Thurston was allowed mileage at both sessions | 


of the Thirty-First Congress by the overland 
route to the Pacific: all other members have been | 
allowed by the route which they actually traveled, | 
and which all were obliged to travel; and thus | 


Mr. Thurston received but little more than one || 


half the sum which each of those who came | 
under the same laws, lived on the same coast, | 
and traveled the same route, were allowed and 
received. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. It seems to me 
that this bill is improper. Mr. Thurston was 
elected Delegate, came here as such, and received 
his per diem and mileage under the law as it then 








| existed. Subsequently the law was changed, and | 


more mileage was allowed to Delegates, Repre- | 
sentatives, and Senators, from the Pacific coast | 
than was allowed under the law which existed at | 
the time Mr. Thurston was elected and served. 
Now, because the law was subsequently altered, 
and an increased compensation given to those 
who came from the Pacific coast afterwards, this 
bill is reported to go back and give the same in- 
creased compensation to that Delegate, or to his 
family, as was subsequently paid to others. I 
think it is wtong in principle. 

Mr. SNEED. My colleague is under a mis- 
apprehensien as to the facts. The report is not 


ee 


report contains as simple a statement of facts as 
I can make. ‘The facts, however, are simply 
these: There are three different laws which the 
committee held were operative upon the subject 


of the mfeage of the Delegate from Oregon at 


______ December 19, 








' the time Mr. Thurston served—first, the law os, 
tablishing the Territory of Oregon; second, t), 
general mileage law as applicable to all the dep. 
gates and members from the Pacific coast; ay 
third, the act of 1853, (I believe that is the date.) 
repealing that clause in the law applicable alons 
to members and delegates from the Pacific coas; 
which required their mileage to be computed be 
a route within the United States. All three gs 

| these laws existed at the time the mileage wa, 

| paid to this Delegate. As to every othe: Member 
from the Pacific coast, they were allowed Mileage 
by the usual route. As to this Delegate, ij, 
computation was made on the basis of the act of 

1850, which limited the mileage to the mog, 

usually traveled route within the United States. 

The committee held that, by virtue of the direc: 

repeal of the clause of limitation, as well as by 

the inoperative effect of that restriction in the 
general law, Mr. Thurston was entitled to have 
| the same mileage which was allowed to other 
Representatives and Delegates from the Pacific, 

_He came here under the same law and abovyt 

| the same time as they did, and a different cop. 

| struction was given in regard to their mileage, 

They got what is now asked for the represenia- 

| 

| 


tives of Mr. Thurston. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. I recollect that 
| when the present Delegate from Oregon came 
| here, the law of limitation was repealed, and he 
_ received pay by the route generally travelod, under 
| the general mileage law. 
| Mr. STANTON. I would inquire whether 
| there were any other members from the Pacific 
| coast at the time Mr. Thurston’s service was ren- 
| dered and mileage computed ? 

Mr. SNEED. My recollection is that there 
were. 

Mr. STANTON. Mr. Thurston was a mem- 
ber of the Thirty-First Congress, and I am not 
aware that there were any other members from 

| the Pacific coast at that time. I do not under- 
stand the gentleman from Tennessee as denying 
that Mr. Thurston received all the mileage he was 
entitled to under the law which provided that lis 
| mileage should be computed by a route within the 


'| United States. Under that law he received, at 


each session, $3,454, making $6,900 during the 
Congress. But under the subsequent law repeal- 
ing that restrictive clause as to the manner of com- 
puting mileage, other members from the Pacific 
coas#have received mileage upona different prin- 
ciple, and toa much larger amount. It is now 
proposed that, in this case, that subsequent law 
shall have a retrospective operation, and shall be 
applied to a Delegate who received his mileage 
under the lawas it was then in force, and that his 
mileage shall be computed according to a law 
passed subsequent to his services. 

Now, if | understand the principle, it is pre- 
cisely the same as if a bill were introduced pro- 
posing to grant to members of the last Congress, 
or to their widows and heirs, the increased com- 
pensation which the laws of the last session gives 
to members of the present Congress. ‘There is cer- 
tainly no legal weit which can be set up for this 
increased mileage. If there is, there is no need 
for a special law to entitle Mr. Thurston’s repre- 
sentatives to it. Is there even a strong equity in 
favor of a Delegate who has received $3,450 for 
each Congress for his mileage? I submit that, 
te give to a law regulating the compensation of 
members a retrospective operation, would be to 
establish a principle which ought not to be toler- 
ated, and a precedent which ought not to be set. 

Mr. MILLSON. I would ask the gentleman 
from Tennessee for information, whether there 
was not some law limiting the mileage of the 
Delegate from Oregon to a minimum sum ? 

Mr. HAVEN. The repeal of ‘the clause as to 
the manner of computing mileage was limited to 
Oregon alone. 

r. MILLSON. I desire an answer to my 
question, because I have an impression that there 
was a law limiting the mileage of the Delegate 
from Oregon to some minimum amount—perhaps 

500. 
—~ SNEED. I take no special interest in this 
matter, and have not recurred to the subject since 
I made the report last session. That the data 
contained in the report are accurate, I know, for 
I examined them at that time. In answer to the 
inquiry of the gentleman from Virginia, I wil! 
say that my recollection is that, in the aet estab- 
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— 500, and that the report so states upon its face, 
and under ; : 

He came here, however, and took his seat in the 
came Congress at which California was admitted 
the Union as a State, and during which her 
Representatives and Senators were admitted to 


eats upon this floor and in the other wing of the 
Capitol, and the members from California and 
the Delegate from Oregon were entitled to be paid 
the same mileage for that same Congress. The 
law passed during that Congress in 1850, was 
equally applicable to the members from California 
cit was to the Delegate from Oregon. 

3 The first law, that 1s the act of 1848, establish- 
ine the Territory of Oregon, in which that restric- 
tion of mileage to $2,500 was contained, was ap- 
tieable only to the Delegate from Oregon. The 
D: wate from Oregon came here first and served 
during the session of 1849-’50, and the Repre- 
sentatives from California were subsequently 
admitted during the second session of the same 
Coneress. At that session and during the term 
for which the Delegate from Oregon was elected, 
the entire Jaw in respect to the mileage of the 
Delegates and members from the Pacific coast, 
was changed; and the purport of that change was 
that they should be paid mileage by the most 
ysually traveled route within the limits of the 
Upited States. As to the Senators at least from 
California, that law was construed to repeal the 
limitation of $2,500 which previously existed, as 
to the members from the Pacific coast, and it was 
further construed to be inoperative in its restrict- 
ive features, 

Mr. STEPHENS. The gentleman is mis- 
taken in supposing that the law of 1848 restricted 
ithe mileage of others besides the Delegate from 
Oregon. There was nobody else here from the 
Pacific coast, in 1848, except the Delegate from 
Oregon, 

Mr. SNEED. I think I am not mistaken. If 
geutlemen will go to the record, they will find that 
the data given in the report on this case are cor- 
rect, for | examined the history of the case with 
some care when this report was made up. But 
I desire, before I yield the floor, to reply to the 
gentleman from Ohio, [Mr. Sranton.] This 
committee have not recommended the payment 
of this mileage on account of any subsequent act. 
if the gentleman will take the trouble to read the 
report, he will find that the committee deem the 
words ‘* within the limits of the United States,”’ 


\.. Delegate from that ‘Territory was limited to | 


| 


THE 


Mr. SNEED. 


the report, that all these then laws are quoted in 


lit. I know that I had them before me when I 


| seat here. 


that act Mr. Thurston was elected. | framed the report, and they are copied in it. 
I have said that I have risen | 


Mr. MILLSON. 


I find, upon examination of | 


merely to obtain information upon this subject. | 
| | know that this limitation was made at the time 
| the ‘Ferritory was organized, and my recollec- 
| tion is that it continued in force until after the 
|| present Delegate from that cer took his 


I will ask my friend, the present 


| Delegate from Oregon, whether the limitation of 
|| $2,500 was not in force when he first took his | 


seat as the representative of that Territory upon 


| this floor? 


| here. 


Mr. LANE. 
The mileage of the Delegate from Oregon 
was restricted to $2,500. Upon my arrival here, 


That was the law when I arrived | 


Congress had the kindness—and they did right— | 


to take off that restriction. The Delegate who 


| preceded me here, who is referred to in this bill, 


i; and died while on his wav home. 


returned from this city by the Isthmus of Panama, 
His family 
have never received any portion of his mileage, 
or any of his effects, of any value. The object 


of this bill is to give the children of this man, | 
and to their mother, who is now teaching school | 


to support and educate them, the difference be- 
tween the mileage which Ife received, and that 


'| which I receive. 


|| my attention to the fact. 


Mr. STANTON. 


Will the gentleman inform 


| me under what law the Delegate from Oregon | 


was paid?) Mr. Thurston was certainly paid 


| more than $2,500 mileage. 


Mr. LANE. 


I am glad the gentleman called 
Congress did passa 


| resolution, or an act, while Mr. Thurston was 


Delegate, which gave him additional mileage — 1 


|| think he was paid $3,500 in all. 


Mr.STANTON. Did not Mr. Thurston travel 


| from Oregon by land? 


| ton city by land. 


Mr. LANE. No Delegate or member from 
the Pacific coast has ever traveled to Washing- 
He could not doo without 


| providing an escort, which would cost him $2,500 | 


for a single journey. 
This distinction 


| between the first Delegate from the Pacific coast, 
| and those who have been subsequently sent, in | 
| respect to the mileage and compensation paid 


\| them, ought not to be made. 


Justice requires 


| that Congress should see that it is the same. I 
|| think the bill is right and just, and that it ought 
|| to pass. 


in the general law, applicable to members and | 


delegates from the Pacific coast, to be inoperative 
and void. It could not have been intended by 


Congress, we thought, to compel the Delegate | 
from the Pacific coast to travel across the plains, | 


through country infested by hostile Indians, 
where he would require a caravan to accompany 
him, or an escort of troops to protect him. They 
therefore held that this restriction was inoperative. 
They also held, as the report will show, that the 
subsequent act repealing this restriction was in- 
operative and void, and a mere act of surplusage. 
The gentleman from Oregon is here, and can 
state, from his personal knowledge, whether I 
have not cited the facts correctly. 

Mr. STANTON. Did not the Delegate at 
that time travel by the overland route ? 

Mr. SNEED. I do not know. 
_ Mr.STANTON. Does the gentleman know, 
in point of fact, whether this Del 
than one journey from Oregon during the Con- 
gress? He could not have done so; for the first 


| 
egate made more 


|} 


it 
} 


1] 


against this bill. 
| this restriction from a sense of duty, although I 
‘| would gladly have made an exception inthe case 





session of that Congress, as the gentleman will | 


remember, lasted until November. 


Mr. SNEED . I know nothing about that fact. || 8° 
|| his deceased predecessor was, the mileage now 


Mr. MILLSON. I obtained the floor not to 
discuss this claim, but merely to elicit informa- 
ion in respect to it. I now yield to the gentle- 
man from New York to read the law to which 
he referred. 

Mr. HAVEN. Ihave not before me the law 
organizing the Territory of Oregon, which I sup- 
pone fixed the mileage of the Delegate; but I 
dave the law repealing the restriction to which 
the peatenee as alluded, and it 1s in these 
words: 


‘* That so much of the act entitled an act to establish the 
territorial government of Oregon, approved August, 1848, 
as limits the compensation and mileage of the Delegate 


from that Territory, be, and the same is hereby, repealed.” |! sonal consideration 1s concerned, 


Mr. MILLSON. 


I voted against the increase 


|| of the mileage of the present Delegate from Ore- 


gon; and the same reasons which induced me 
then so to vote will now operate to make me vote 
1 I voted against the removal of 


of my friend, if I could have done so at all; but 


Delegate from Oregon. 
pose to discuss the bill. 
purpose of eliciting facts. 
Mr.GROW. I sought the floor to say buta word 
on this case. Mr Thurston was elected under 
the old law, and took his seat under it. 
entitled to and received mileage under the old law, 
which restricted it in amount. Congress passed 
the act of 1852, making it retrospective in the 
case of the present Delegate. I opposed that act 
at that time. I thought it was wrong, for the 
reasons that have been urged by gentlemen to- 
day. But after Congress has given a living Dele- 
gate, who was elected under the same law that 


But, sir, I did not pro- 
I merely rose for the 


claimed, I will not vote against giving the widow 


and fatherless children what they have as much | 


right to. ! opposed the addition to the mile- 


|| age and the retrospective action in that case, 


Of course no such thing | 
| can be expected by Congress. 


| I certainly feel a stronger necessity for voting | 
| against this bill, which proposes to give a retro- 
| spective compensation to the heirs of this former 


He was | 


| 


' that the present Delegate shoul 








'| but I shall not oppose the action mow contem- | 


} 


|| plated b 


pending bill. I believe that it is just to the dead 
and the living that the same compensation should 


'| be paid to Delegates elected under the same cir- 


| 


cumstances. The present Delegate came here,and 
received the increase given him, with no greater 
claims upon our generosity than the heirs of his 
predecessor have at thisday. So far as any per- 
I am willing 


the committee in the passage of the | 
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| the rate of compensation. 
| from its passage; and on the da 








Laan 


\ : d receive the ben- 
efits of the law; but, at the time of its passage, 
1 gave the same reason against it that gentlemen 
now give against the passage of the present bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I have risen only for the pur- 
pose of saying why I am in favor of paying this 
claim, and to reconcile my conduct now with mv 
course at the time of the passage of the law ot 
1852. Here are the heirs of a Delegate elected 
when the territorial government of Oregon was 
first organized—when the greater hardships and 
privations of a border-life were to be endured— 
elected under the same law and circumstances that 
the present Delegate was elected under. They 
both took their seats under the same law; and 
why, when the sitting Delegate has received and 
is receiving the additional compensation, should 
we withhold the same compensation from the 
heirs of Mr. Thurston, the first and early Dele- 
gate from the Territory. : 

Mr. FULLER, of Maine I recollect very 
distinctly meeting Mr. Thurston in December, 
1849, for the first time. He was the first Del- 
egate to take his seat upon this floor from the 
Pacific coast. The information which he brought 
from that country was thought to be valuable. I 
recollect learning from him the trouble he had in 
getting here. I think he was elected in June, 
1849, and started immediately for Washington. 
Depending on an uncertain mode of conveyance 
to San Francisco—some small coaster—he took 
his route from there to the Isthmus of Panama. 
He met with a great many obstacles to his prog- 
ress at Panama. He arrived here in October. 
In my conversation with him I think he stated 
that the mileage which the law allowed did not, 
and would not, defray his actual expenses in get- 
ting here. This was before any regular inter- 
course was established between the Atlantic and 
Pacific shores. 1 think there is a strong equity 
in the case, and shall give my vote for the bill. 

Mr. STANTON. Mr. Chairman, it is an 
ungracious business, | am well aware, to stand 
here and resist a claim of this sort in favor of a 
widow and children. It does not make a great 
deal of difference whether there is a legal claim 
or not. It does not make any difference whether 
there is any obligation on the part of the Goy- 
ernmentto pay or not. If gentlemen represent 
the necessities of a widow and children, there is 
an end of the matter. lam sorry that my friend 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Grow] has fallen into 
so great an error as he seems to have done, in 
regard to the analogy which he makes between 


| the sitting Delegate and the Delegate whose heirs 


present the pending claim. The sitting Delegate 
certainly came here in 1852, under the law under 
which Mr. Thurston was paid, but before the 
close of that session—before his account for mile- 
age was made out, a law was passed changing 
That law took effect 
the Delegate 
from Oregon became entitled to mileage at all, he 


| was entitled toit by way of Panama, and without 


any restriction. The law had no restrictive oper- 
ation on the sitting Delegete from Oregon. That 
constitutes the difference between that and the 
present case. 

Mr. Chairman, if you are going back to past 
Congresses to overhaul the compensation and 
mileage of members who are dead and gone, 


| whose accounts have been settled and long closed, 


|| and who have received the compensation which 


| they were entitled to, not only at the time the 


service was rendered, but at the time they settled 


| their accounts with the Treasury, and went out 


| 
| 
| 
| 


of office, you open up a class of claims to which 
there is’ no end. . Upon exactly the same prin- 
ciple it might be claimed that the heirs of every 
member of Congress since the foundation of the 
Government were entitled to the difference be- 
tween the former pay of members and the in- 
creased pay at the present day. There is no 
analogy between the case of the sitting Delegate 
and the case of Mr. Thurston. There is no 
claim in law—none in equity in the present 
claim. Mr. Thurston traveled the route only 
once; he received $7,000 as mileage. Whether his 
widow and children received it or not I do not 
know. He drewthat amount from the Treasury. 
If the fact that the wife and children of a member 
of Congress do not receive the money he is enti- 


| tled to 18 sufficient ground for a claim against the 


Government, I think there would be a great many 


ante 
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claims of the same sort. A great many members’ | 


wives never receive the benefit of the*mileage to 
which the members are entitled. - 

I object to this bill, because it opens the door 
to enormous demands upon the Treasury, which 
come backed by appeals to our charitable feelings 
and which no principle can restrain. 

Mr. SNEED. I wish to place the legal ques- 
tion in this case correctly before’ the committee. 
Gentlemen are wrong in supposing this law to be 
retrospective. I[t proposed to be retrospective in 
no respect whatever. The act of 1848 applies 
exclusively to the Delegate from Oregon, limiting 
his mileage to $2,500. The first Delegate came 
here to the Thirty-First Congress. During that 
Congress, and before his term expired, this law 
was passed: 

“That the sum of $160,000 be, and the same is hereby, 
appropriated out ef any money in the Treasury not other 
Wise appropriated, for the payment of mileage and per diem 
of Senators, members of the House of Representatives, and 
Delegates in Congress, at the present session ; $2,330 for 
additional expenses of stationery for members of the House 
of Representatives during the present session: Provided, 
That the mileage of the Senators and Representatives trom 
the State of California, and the Delegate trom Oregon, be 
computed according to the most usual traveling route 
within the bimits of the United States; and the per diem 
of said Senators and Representatives for the session shall 
commence from the day on which the constitution of Cal 
ifornia was first communicated to the two Houses of Con 
gress respectively.” 

It was passed during the services of the Dele- 

ate from Oregon who was elected under the law 
Fiiting his mileage to $2,500, just as the present 
Delegate from Oregon was elected under the law 
which I have just read, limiting his mileage to 
the route most usually traveled within the United 
States; and then by the act of 1850, during the 
term of the service of the present Delegate from 
Oregon, the limitation of mileage to the round 
sum of $2,500 was repealed. 

The committee held that these words in the act 
of 1850, ** within the limits of the United States,’’ 
were inoperative and void. Such is the effect of 
the report; whether correct or not the House 
will determine. The committee held that these 
words, being restrictive in their character, and 
amounting to an impossibility, could not be 
effective as an act of Congress; but that the act 
giving mileage to the Delegate from Oregon by 
the most usually traveled route was operative to 
the extent of repealing the specific mileage under 
the act of 1848; and as a legal question, the com- 
mittee held that the Delegate from Orevon was 
entitied to the same mileage; that, under the same 
law, the Senators and Representatives from Cal- 
ifornia, who served at the same time, came from 
the same coast, and traveled the same route, were 
held to be entitled to it. 

The effect of this bill, then, simply is to con- 
struc this law for the benefit of the widow and 
minor children of the Delegate, Mr. Thurston, 
ac it was construed for the Senators and Re pre- 
sentatives from California; and the committee 
further held the legal principle that the repealing 
act of 1852, which was supposed to operate upon 
the present Delegate from Oregon, was inopera- 
tive itself, because the act of 1850 had performed 
the whole office of repealing the act of 1848. 

jut the committee go further, and state—and 
in that statement | certainly concur—that, waiv- 
ing the question of technical law, this Delegate 
ought to be entitled to the same compensation 
which was allowed to the Senators and members 
from California at the same session of Congress: 
end as equality could not be effected in any other 
way than by advancing the pay, they recom- 
mended such advancement. 

Mr. GROW. I have no disposition to prolong 
this debate, yet I desire to say a word or two in 
justification of myself against the charge of es- 
tablishing a bad precedent. I appeal to no man’s 
sympathies in legislating upon any subject; and 
this case is not, as supposed by the gentleman 
from Ohio, establishing a bad precedent. It is 
acase made by special act, taking it out of the 
operation of the general law. If Congress had 
assed no special act limiting the mileage of the 

Jelegate from Oregon, he would have drawn his 
pay under the general law; but Congress changed 
the mileage fixed by the general law, and then 
they changed back to the general law, leaving on 
man standing solitary and alone under the special 
act, Is that just and fair? 1 might well appeal 
tv you in behalf of the widow and children, when 
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you make them the sole and only exception. ‘1 || the House (No. 278) for the relief of Mrs. A. 


would not advocate a bad precedent, but I say 


let them all stand upon the same footing, and be 
served alike. When Congress by a special law 
has destroyed the effect of a general law, and 
afterwards attempts to restore the general law, 
why should one man be left the sole monument 
of that special act of legislation, and especially 
when that man is the most deserving and meri- 
torious? However meritorious the present Del- 
egate from Oregon may be for braving the perils 
and hardships of the wilderness, his predecessor 
is not less entitled to distinction. If there be any 
merit in it, the merit is on the side of the de- 
ceased Delegate, for he had severer hardships and 
greater privations to endure. He comes before 
us standing as the only object of that special 
legislation —the only man upon the American 
continent who was the subject of it; and will you 
refuse to place the heirs of that man upon the 
same footing on which you placed the present 
Delegate, and every other member upon this floor 
from the Pacific coast? I repeat, sir, that it is 
not a bad precedent. 

Mr.STANTON. The gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania is laboring under the impression that the 
Delegate was paid under the special law limiting 
the mileage to $2,500. The law under which he 
was paid was one which applied to all the Dele- 
gates from the Pacific coast. 


Mr. GROW. The law was passed for Oregon,,. 


and Oregon alone; and so it stood when Mr. 
Congress afterwards ex- 
tended it to California; but when the law was 
repealed, the repeal took off all its operation upon 
California, so that the only object of that special 


law left was Mr. Thurston. You take the present | 


Delegate out of its operation, and leave Thurston, 
who was elected under exactly the same law and 
the seme circumstances with the present Dele- 
gate, as the only one standing under the oper- 
ation of the special act. 

Mr. STANTON. The gentleman is mistaken, 
for the pr€ent Delegate was not elected under the 
same law which regulated the mileage of Mr. 
Thurston. As I understand it, while Mr. Thurs- 


ton was a Delegate, the law fixing the mileage at | 


$2,500 was modified by inserting in the law reg- 


ulating the mileage of the delegates and members 


from the Pacific coast, that their mileage should 
be computed by a route traveled within the limits 
of the United States. Then Mr. Thurston was 


paid under the law which gave him mileage upon | 


the general principles applicable to all members 
who are paid mileage for travel within the limits 
of the United States. 

Under that law the present Delegate was elected ; 


but subsequent to his election that restriction was | 


taken uff, and he is allowed to compute his mile- 
age by a route without the United States. 

Mr. LANE. I concede, with a great deal of 
pleasure, all that my friend from Pennsylvania 
has said about Mr. Thurston; but I wish to 


notice the position taken by my friend from Ohio. | 


Ife says that if you set a precedent like this, the 
widow and the orphan children of every member 
of Congress will come here to ask for an increase 
of compensation. Now, there is no case in the 


| United States like this. It is a single and isolated 


case, and the only instance of a man being refused 
the ordinary mileage for travel from the place of 
his residence to the city of Washington. The 
question relates only to his mileage, and does not 
extend to his per diem. He is, in right and 
equity, and upon every principle of justice, en- 
titled to the amount of mileage now fixed by law, 
and allowed to the present Delegate. I will say 
to my friend, that it is no more retrospective in 
its action than is the law giving increased com- 
pensation to the members of the present Con- 
gress. The gentleman from Ohio, I presume, 
has reecived his compensation under that law 
from the 4th of March. 

But, sir, | presume everything has been said 
in respect t® this claim which can be said. I 
believe it is founded in equity and justice, and I 
hope that the bill will, without further discussion, 
be laid aside, to be reported to the House with 


the recommendation that it do pass. I make that 


motion, 
‘The motion was agreed to. 


MRS. A. W. ANGUS. 
The next bill on the Calendar was the bill of 


W. Angus, widow of the late Captain ’ 
| Angus, United States Navy. , Samuel 
The bill authorizes the Secretary of the Treas. 

| ury to allow and pay to Anne W. Angus, widow 
of Captain Samuel Angus, of the United States 
| Navy, deceased, the amount of pay which he 
would have received if he had remained in the 
Navy from June 21, 1824, to May 29, 1840, de. 
| ducting the amount of pension which he receiyeq 
| in that period. ; 
The report states that Mrs. Angus is the widow 
| of Captain Samuel Angus, late of the Uniteg 
States Navy. He entered the service at the age 
of fifteen years, in the year 1799. He became g 
lieutenant in 1807, a commander in 1813, and q 
captain in 1816.~ During his connection with the 
service, he served with distinguished bravery 

and his name and deeds have received honorable 
mention in our naval history. During an en. 
gagement he received a blow on the head from 
the butt of a musket—a good evidence of the 
desperate character of the engagement—by which 
wound he was subjected to temporary fits of 
insanity; and the testimony of his attendin 
physicians has been adduced to prove that jt 
ultimately accelerated his death. hile suffer. 
ing under one of these unfortunate aberrations of 
mind, he addressed a rude and insulting letter 
to the Secretary of the Navy, for which he was 
| summarily dismissed the service’ by President 
Monroe, in 1824, towards the close of his admin- 
istration. A certified copy of a letter on file in 
the Pension Office, written by Mr. Monroe, 
shows that he subsequently became aware of the 
| affliction under which Captain Angus at times 
suffered; and, feeling the injustice which had 
been déne him, recommended his restoration to 
the service, saying, ** I am satisfied that it com- 
ports with justice, as well as humanity, to rein- 
state him.’’ He was not, however, reinstated, 
but was allowed a half-pay pension during the 
remainder of his life. In consequence of his 
|| dying out of service, his widow was deprived of 
| her right to a pension for life or widowhood, 
| 








under the existing laws, and was obliged to apply 
to Congress for the passage of a special act, 
| which she did, but was not successful until nearly 
On the 19th of Jan- 
| uary, 1849, an act was approved granting her a 
| pension for five years from the then ensuing 4th 
!| of March. This act expired on the 4th of March, 
} 
| 
| 


| nine years after his death. 


1854, and was renewed for a further period of 
five years, by an act approved January 12, 1855. 
| [t also appears that, had Captain Angus been 
| tried by a court-martial upon the letter which oe- 
casioned his dismissal, his irresponsibility would 
have been proved, and he acquitted. He might 
|| have remained in the service, and would have duly 
|| received the amount now claimed by his widow. 
In addition to his pay, he couid have received, 
under the eighth section of the act of April 23, 
| 1800, an invalid pension, in consequence of the 
wounds received - him in the line of his duty. 
| It also appears that, in consequence of his re- 
moval, his widow has lost the pension she would 
otherwise have enjoyed during the interval be- 
tween the time of his death in 1840, and the pas- 
sage of the first act for her relief in 1849--a period 
of nearly nine years. 

Mr. PHELPS. I know it isan ungracious task 
to oppose upon this floor bills for the relief of 
| widows, but my duty requires me to oppose this 
| bill, for I think it is introducing a precedent 
| which ought not to receive the sanction of Con- 
|gress. I will briefly state the facts upon which 
| the claim is predicated. 

It appears that in 1824, Captain Angus was dis- 
i missed from the Navy in consequence of insolence 
| towards the Secretary of the Navy, and was not 

reinstated during his life; he died in 1840. It ap- 
pears that his widow, although he did not die 10 
the service of his country, came here, and by her 
|| importunities succeeded in obtaining a five years 
| half-pay pension, commencing in 1849, which pen- 
sion has since been extended, . 

It is now proposed to grant to this lady the 
|| half pay of her husband, from the time of his 
| dismissal in 1824 till the time of his death, which 
| was in 1840. The sum of money thus proposed 
| to be appropriated, I understand is about $40,000, 

deducting the amount of her pension, which 1s, 
| perhaps, $4,000, making the sum total which she 
‘is to receive under this bill about $35,000. Now, 








| 
| 
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1856. 
if this dismissal upon the part of Mr. Monroe 
was wrong, he could have corrected it by reinsta- 
. Captain Angus; or any of the successors of 
Mi Monroe could have corrected it at any time 
tat ng his life. : ond! 
~ \r, LETCHER. I move that the bill be laid | 
aeide,to be reported to the House with the recom- 
ypendation that it do not‘pass. 
~ Mr. PIKE. I hope that motion will not pre- 
ae 
a STEPHENS. I move that the committee 
do now rise. 

Mr. WALBRIDGE, 
motuon. 

Tellers were ordered; and Messrs. W aLBRIDGE 
and Ketiy were appointed. 

The question was taken; and the tellers reported 
—ayes 57, noes 72. 

Sy the committee refused to rise. 

Mr. PIKE. 
the committee which reported the pending bill 
were unanimously of the opinion that it ought 
io pass. Captain Angus, as stated in the report, 
was dismissed summarily from the Navy in con- 
sequence of having written a letter to the Secre- 
tary of the Navy which was considered to be 
insulting. It afterwards appeared that, at the 
time the letter was written, Captain Angus was 
insane; and that this insanity was occasioned by 
wounds which he had received in the line of his 
duty as an officer of the Navy. The committee 
are of the opinion that his family ought not to 
suffer in consequence of that misapprehension on 
the part of the Secretary of the Navy and Pres- 
ident Monroe; and that they are entitled to the 
sum which this bill proposes to appropriate. 

The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Puevps] 
ismuch mistaken in respect to the amount in- 
volved in this bill. Instead of twenty-five or 
forty thousand dollars, it will be only about nine 
thousand stx hundred dollars. I hope the bill 





ee 


I demand tellers on that 


} 


will be laid aside, to be reported to the House || 


with the recommendation that it do pass. 

The question recurred on Mr. PHetps’s motion; 
and on a division there were—ayes 33, noes 64; 
no quorum, 

Tellers were demanded by Mr. Puetrs; which 
were ordered. 

Mr. PHELPS. Before the question is taken, 
I desire to say a few words in reference to this 
ease. The gentleman from New Hampshire 
{Mr. Pike] is certainly mistaken in reference to 
the amount to be paid under this bill. The bil 
provides that there shall be paid to the widow 
of Captain Angus the amount of pay which he 
would have received if he had remained im the 
Navy from the 21st of June, 1824, to the 29th of 
May, 1840, deducting the amount of pension 
which he received in that périod. I had the im- 
pression, before reading this bill, that it provided | 
for deducting the amount of pension which Mrs. 
Angus had received since the date of the act 
placing her upon the pension roll. 

lt appears, from the report in this case, that 
Captain Angus had received an invalid pension 
atthe rate of fifty dollars a month during a por- 
tion of the time, and that is to be deducted. 
After he left the Navy, and prior to his death, the 
pay of a captain of the Navy was changed from 
a certain amount per month and rations, to a 
fixed sum of $2,500 per year. I know that the 
practice is established, that when you granta 
half-pay pension to a captain of the Navy, you 
pay him at the rate of fifty dollars a month. 
Chat limit was fixed when captains were paid so 


Mr. Chairman, the members of || 











| service, but none while upon shore. 


} 
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captain of the Navy has been, as I stated before, 
$2,500 a year, and a ration while performing sea- 
Then, for 
the period of five or six years, from the Ist of 
January, 1835, up to his death in May, 1840, if 
this bill passes, you compensate Mrs. Angus at 


|} arate which would amount to some $11,000, not 


including rations. 
Mr. PIKE. lam willing to amend the bill so 


| that it shall not amount to more than $9,600. 


| 
| 
| 
j 


| 
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much a month, not including the value of their 
rations. From 1824 to January, 1835, the pay of 
acapiain in the Navy was at the rate of $100 per 
month and eight rations. Now, if you pay to 
the widow of Captain Angus the amount which 
her husband would have received if he had re- 
mained in the Navy until his death, you will pay 
for that time—from 1824 to 1835—at the rate of 
$100 per month, or $1,200 a year, and eight ra- 
tions per day at their commutation value, which I 
do not now recollect, deducting therefrom $600 a 
year. This, for ten years, would be $6,000,. 
without estimating the rations. If you estimate 
the rations and some other perquisites which I 
believe attached to a captaincy at that time, it 
would make the amount considerably more than 
the Gaeawe from New Hampshire has esti- 
mated, 


From January, 1835, up to 1840, the pay of a 


| 








| to a pension. 
| It is for services in the Navy, because you sup- 


| principle in our action. 
officer who has been stricken from the rolls of the 








Mr. PHELPS. The gentleman says he is 
willing to amend the bill so that the amount shall 
not exceed $9,600; but 1 am opposed to paying 
the claim at all, upon the facts as detailed in the 
case. At the last session of Congress when this 
bill was up upon objection day, I was strongly 
appealed to to withdraw my objection; but I 
could not do so because I believed it was not a || 
case which oughtto receive the favorable consid- 
eration of Congress. I am willing to inquire 
into the case to see whether the widow is entitled 
jut why do you grant a pension? | 


pose that during the period a person lras been in 
the Government service, he may not have been || 
able to lay up anything for his wife and children. 
For sixteen years this man was out of the 
Navy, and you propose, in addition to giving his || 
widow a five years’ pension at the rate of $600 || 
per annum, which cas has already received, and 
which has been renewed and may be renewed | 
agaén, to give her the same amount of pay which 
her husband would have received had he re- 
mained in the Navy for these sixteen years. 
Now, I ask if that is a correct principle? Are 
you ready to pension the officers of the Army || 
who have been stricken from the rolls for insub- 


| ordination or violation of the rules of the service, 


and then give their widows the same amount of 
compensation which the officers would have re- 
ceived had they remained.in the service? 

Apply that rule to the cases which have re- 
cently occurred under the operation of the naval 
board. There were officers who were recom- 


mended to the President to be stricken from the || justice demands. 
| roll, and in accordance with that recommendation 
| they have been stricken from the roll. 
| with the same propriety might the widows of 


| nearly cost him his life. 
| vides for the correction of the mistake which 


| could not then have passed. 


albenem 
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of his reputation. This report states that a mie 


| take was made with reference to this officer: and 


that he was punished for having committed of- 
fenses which were committed in a t mporary fit 
of insanity occasioned by wounds received while 
in the service of the United States. If it had 
not been for this misapprehension he would have 
received his full pay up to the time of his death, 
This bill, therefore, goes simply to the extent of 
correcting the mistake that was then made, and 
no further. He was dismissed in consequence 


| of an insulting letter written by him while labor- 


ing under temporary insanity caused by a wound 
which he reeeived while in the public service—a 
wound which cost him his reason, and very 
The bill simply pro- 


was made; and I think it should pass the House. 
Mr. LETCHER. If I understand this matter, 


this mistake was made in ]824.- This man died 


|} in 1840, sixteen years afterwards, and sixteen 


years further on the House of Representatives 
undertakes to correct the mistake which was 


| made thirty-two years ago by President Monroe. 


That I understand to be the argument of the gen- 
tleman from Penusylvania. 

Mr. MecMULLIN. This bill, it will be remem- 
bered, was discussed at the last session, and if I 
recollect the sense of the House at the time, it 
But, sir, ought this 
billto pass now? Asmycolleague [Mr. Lercuer] 
has just stated, this House is now called on to 
Investigate the conduct of the President of the 


|| United States thirty-two years ago, in dismissing 
|} a man from the Navy who had disobeyed the 


laws of theland. He was dismissed for improper 
and unofficer-like conduct; and we are calied upon 
now, upon @ mere ex parte statement—upon the 
statement of claim agents, who will be the largest 
beneficiaries if we pass the bill, to appropriate a 
large sum of money in gonsequence of that dis- 
missal upon the part of Drcaidens Monroe. 

I am in favor of doing justice to the widow. I 
would not withhold from her anything which 
I am willing that she shall be 
| placed on the pension roll on the same terms as 


Now, || other widows; but in the name of justice do not 


let us be called upon to investigate the conduct 





these officers, though they should live for twenty || of President Monroe, and those acting under him 


years, come and ask Congress to grant them the 
same amount of pay which their husbands would 
have received had they remained in the service 
up to the time of their death. Would that be a 
correct rule to adopt, and is such the precedent 
you are willing to establish? 

I thought myself, when the fact was disclosed 
that the widow of this man had been receiving, 
and was now receiving,a pension, that the Gov- 
ernment had been liberal to her, and that she 
ought not again to appeal to its Jiberality. 

These are the reasons why | oppose this bill. 
Its passage would be establishing an improper 
The widow of every 


naval service, has the same right to appeal to us 
to grant to her the same amount of pay her hus- 
band would have received had he remained in the 
service. But it is not so much the amount I 
complain of, as the principle which is sought to 
be introduced here, when the widow has sought 
another means of obtaining what she deemed due 
to her—and which Congress has granted—a 
pension for five years, as in cases of widows of 
officers who have died in the service. To the 
widows of officers of the Army who have been 


| mustered into service, and died of wounds re- 


ceived therein, or from other causes, you grant 
only five years’ half pay pension, oa yet you 
propose, in this case, to give to the widow of an 
officer who has been stricken from the rolls for 
disrespect to a superior officer, precisely the same 
amount of pay her husband would have received 
had he remained in the service—in other words, 
you pay a premium for disobedience and disre- 
spect to a superior officer. 

Mr. RITCHIE. It seems to me that the point 
upon which this case turns has not been correctly 
stated. If I understand the report of the com- 
mittee—and I have no other knowledge of the 
facts except what I have derived from that report 
—the point is this: we are asked to correct a 


| mistake, made not merely to the disadvantage of 


the purse of the officer in regard to whom the | 
mistake was made, but also to the disadvantage 


| and his administration. The principle is wrong, 
| and I hope the House will show these claim 
agents that money cannot be drawn out of the 
| Treasury tn this way for their benefit. 

Mr. SCOTT. I desire to ask the gentleman 
| from New Hampshire how many years it was 
from the time of the dismissal of this officer to 
his reinstatement ? 

Mr. PIKE. He was never reinstated. 

Mr. SCOTT. I understand that he was, in 
effect, restored—that he was allowed half pay. 
Am I correct in that? 

Mr. PIKE. He did receive half pay. 

Mr. SCOTT. | desire, then, to know how long 
| it was after his dismissal before he was allowed 
| half pay? 

Mr. PIKE Iam not able to state precisely. 

Mr. SCOTT. It is no more than reasonable, 
if this gentleraan was restored from the fact of 
| his being insane, that the mistake should be cor- 
| rected; and, so far as | am concerned, if I can 
ascertain what amount is due, I am perfectly 
| willing to vote it. 

The question now being upon the motion that 
| the bill = laid aside, to be reported to the House 
| with the recommendation that it do not pass, 
| upon which tellers had been ordered, Messrs. 
Sapp, and Jones of Pennsylvania, were ap- 
pointed 

The question was taken; and the tellers re- 
ported —ayes 43, noes 82. 

So the motion was disagreed to. 

Mr. ORR. I move that the committee do now 
| rise; and [ give notice that when we get into the 
| House | shall move an adjournment over until 
| Monday next. I demand tellers on the motion 
to rise. 

Tellers were ordered; and Messrs. GaLLowar 
and Orn were appointed. ; 

The question was taken; and the tellers re- 
| ported—ayes 71, noes 67. 
| The motion was agreed to. ' 
| So the committee rose; and the Speaker having 
| resumed the chair, Mrs Bocock reported that the 

Committee of the Whole House had had the 
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Private Calendar under consideration,’ and ‘had | 
directed him to report back bills of the following | 
titles, without amendment, and with the recom- | 


mendation that they do pass: 

A bill (H. R. No. 225) for the relief of Joseph 
Lichards, of Berks county, Pennsylvania; aa 

A bill CH. R. No. 254) for the relief of the 
heirs of the late Samuel R. Thurston, Delegate 
from Oregon. 

Also, that it had under consideration a bill (H. 
R. No. 278) for the relief of Mra. A. W. Angus, 
widow of the late Captain Samuel Angus, United 
States Navy, and had come to no resoluuon 
thereon 

Mr.GIDDINGS. I call for the previous ques- 
tion on the first of the two bills which have just 
been reports d 


PROPOSITION TO ADJOURN OVER. 


Mr. COBR, of Georgia. I move that when the 
House adjourns to-day, it adjourn to meet on 
Monday next. 

Mr. THORINGTON. 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. COBB withdrew the motion. 

Mr. WHEELER. I move that when the 
House adjourns to-day, it adjourn to meet on 
Monday next; and on that motion I call for the 
yeas and nays. 
~ The yeas and nays were ordered. 


1 call for the yeas and 


The question was taken; and it was decided | 


in the negative—yeas 53, nays 100; as follows: 


Y EAS—Messers. Aiken, Barbour, Barksdale, Henry Ben 
nett, Bocock, Bowie, Brooks, Broom, Burnett, Lewis D. 
Campbell, Caruthers, Bayard Clarke, Howell Cobb, Cum 
back, De Witt, Elliott, Emrie, Evans, Florence, Foster, 
Augustus Hall, Sampson W. Harris, Herbert, Houston, 
George WW. Jones, Kelly, Lake, Letcher, Lumpkin, Me 
Carty, McMullin, McQueen, Smith Miler, Millward, 
Moore, Morrison, Mott, Orr, Pearce, Pelton, Phelps, Quit 
man, Ready, Ruffin, Savage, Talbott, Thurston, Trippe, 
Underwood, Wells, Wheeler, Whitney, and John V. 
Nright—53 

NAYS—Messrs. Akers, Albright, Allison, Ball, Hendley 
8. Bennett, Benson, Billinghurst, Bingham, Bishop, Brad 


shaw, Brenton, Buffinton, Burlingame, James H. Campbell, | 


Caskie, Chaffee, Ezra Clark. Clawson, Williamson R. W. 
Cobb, Colfax, Comins, Covode, Cragin, Damrell, Dean, 
Dickson, Dodd, Dowdell, Etheridge, Flagler, Galloway, 
Garnett, Giddings, Gilbert, Goode, Granger, Greenwood, 
Grow, Robert B. Hall, Harrison, Haven, Hodges, Hoffman, 


Holloway, Thomas R. Horton, Valentine B. Horton, How- | 


ard, J. Glancy Jones, Kelsey, Knapp, Knight, Knowlton, 
Knox, Kunkel, Leiter, Samuel 8. Marshall, Matteson, | 


Millson, Morgan, Morrill, Murray, Norton, Andrew Oliver, | 


Packer, Paine, Parker, Pennington, Perry, Pike, Porter, 
Powell, Pringle, Purviance, Puryear, Ricaud, Rvubbins, 
Roberts, Sabin, Sage, Sapp, Scott, Sherman, Shorter, Spin 
ner, Stanton, Stranahan, Tappan, Thorington, Todd, Valk, 
Wade, Wakeman, Walbridge, Waldron, Welch, Williams, 
Woodruff, Woodworth, Daniel B. Wright, and Zollicoffer 
—100. 


So the motiun was disagreed to. 

And then, on motion of Mr. MATTESON, 
(at half past three o’clock, p. m.) the House ad- 
journed until to-morrow, at twelve o’clock, m. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
Saturpay, December 20, 1856. 


The House met at twelve o’clock, m. 
The Journal of yesterday was read and approved. 


The SPEAKER stated the first business in 
order to be the call on standing committees for 
reports of private bills. 

Mr. KELSEY. I ask the unanimous consent | 
of the House for leave to introduce a bill declar- 
ing the title to land warrants in certain cases, of 
which previous notice has been given, for refer- 
ence only. It is designed to meet a class of cases 
like that of Joseph Richards, for whose relief a 
bill was passed by the Committee of the Whole 
House on saaialte, 
to the Committee on Private Land Claims. 

Mr. HOUSTON. I think that the bill ought 
to be referred to the Committee on Public Lands, 
and make the motion that it be so referred. 

The bill was read a first and second time; and 
referred to the Committee on Public Lands. 


| 
CHAPLAIN OF THE HOUSE. 


Mr. GRANGER. I ask the unanimous con- 
sent of the House for leave to introduce the fol- 
lowing resolution: 

Resolved, That the Rev. Daniel Waldo be, and hereby 

i 


is, appeinted Chaplain for the present session of Con- 
gress, 


Mr SHORTER 


I object. 


THE CONGRESSIONA 


I move that it be referred | 


NORTH CAROLINA ARSENAL. 

Mr. WINSLOW. ) 

sent of the House for leave to introduce the fol- 
lowing resolution of inquiry: 

Resolved, That the Secretary of War be requested to 


furnish the House of Representatives with an estimate of 
the appropriation necessary for the extension of the North 


j 
| 


I ask the unanimous con- | 


|, Carolina arsenal, to render it an arsenal of construction, | 
|| together with the amount heretofore expended in the com- | 


pletion of the public buildings there. 


Mr. MATTESON. I object; and call for the 
regular order of business. 

Mr. PHELPS. lIask the indulgence of the 
House to make a brief statement, in order to set 
a certain matter right 

Mr. MATTESON. I wish it to be understood 
that I object to everything out of order. 


REPORTS FROM COMMITTEES. 
The SPEAKER proceeded with the call upon 


L GLOBE. 


1 





the standing committees for reports of private | 


bills. 

Mr. MACE. Mr. Speaker, 1 hold in my hand 
a bill prepared by the Post Office Department, 
and submitted to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads, the object of which is to 
provide for the taxation of lottery circulars and 
all that class of matter which now passes through 
the United States mails without the payment of 
any postage whatever. 

Mr. MATTESON. I object to this bill. It 
is out of order, not being a bill of a private char- 
acter. 

Mr. QUITMAN, when the Committee on Mil- 

| itary Affairs was called, said: I take this oppor- 
tunity to make a motion in reference to the order 
of business. I move that, instead of proceeding 
to call the committees for reports of bills of a 
yrivate character, the committees be called for 
ills of a public nature. 

The SPEAKER. It can only be done by 

’ unanimous consent. 

Mr. GROW. I object. 

Mr. OLIVER, of New York, from the Com- 
mittee on Igvalid Pensions, reported back, with 


a recommendation that it do pass, an act (S. No. | 


421) fer the relief of Lucy Fitzgerald, and the 
| children of Thomas Fitzgerald; which was re- 


ferred to a Committee of the Whole House, and 


ordered to be printed. 


The committees having been called through, 

Mr. GIDDINGS moved that the House pro- 
ceed to the consideration of bills upon the Speak- 
er’s table. . 

The motion was agreed to. 


JOSEPH RICHARDS. 

The first bill upon the Speaker’s table being a 
bill CH. R. No. 225) for the relief of Joseph 
Richards, of Berks county, Pennsylvania, was 

taken up; the question being upon the demand 

for the previous question, made by Mr. Gip- 
DINGS 
engrossed and read a third time. 

The previous question was seconded; and the 
main question was ordered to be put. 

The bill was then ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time; and being engrossed; it 
was accordingly read a third time and passed. 


| Mr. FLORENCE moved to reconsider the 


vote by which the bill was passed, and also to 
lay the motion to reconsider upon the table; 
which latter motion was agreed to. 


SAMUEL R. THURSTON. 


| The next bill upon the Speaker’s table was 
a bill (H. R. No. 254) for the relief of the heirs 
of the late Samuel R. Thurston, Delegate from 
Oregon. 

Mr. GIDDINGS. I move the previous ques- 
tion upon ordering the bill to be engrossed and 
read a third time. 

| Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. 
the bill upon the table. 

Mr. STANTON. I demand the yeas and 
nays upon that motion. We may as well take 


I move to lay 


a test vote upon that as upon any other motion. 
|| The yeas and nays were not ordered. 


| ‘The previous question was then seconded, and 
the main question ordered to be put; and under 
the operation thereof the bill was ordered to be 
engrossed and read a third time; and being en- 
grossed, it was read a third time. 

| Mr.STANTON. Icall for the yeas and nays 

| upon the passage of the bill. This1is establishing 
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yesterday, on ordering the bill to be’ 
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a new principle, and I want members to Put them 
selves upon the record. [** Order!’ « Order 1" 
Gentlemen call me to order; but though | do not 
desire to discuss the matier, they will reme 


. . mber 
that the previous question has not been , 


I Calle 
upon the passage of the bill, and therefore ] A 
in order. All f 


desire is the yeas and nays. 
Mr. GIDDINGS. I demand the previous ques. 
tion upon the passage of the bill. 

The previous —- was seconded; and the 


| main question ordered to be put. 


The yeas and nays were then ordered; and the 
question being taken, it was decided in the affirm. 
ative—yeas 90, nays 82; as follows: 


YEAS—Meesrs. Albright, Allen, Ball, Barbour, Barojay 
Billinghurst, Bingham, Bishop, Bliss, Bowie, Brejtoy’ 
Brooks, Broom, Lewis D. Campbell, Chaffee, Bayard 
Clarke, Howell Cobb, Comins, Covode, Cragin, Dayiq. 
son, Timothy Davis, Denver, De Witt, Dodd. Etherdoe 
Eustis, Evans, Fiorence, Foster, Thomas J. D. Fuiler, Gy. 
dings, Gilbert, Granger, Greenwood, Grow, Augustus [fqjj 
Haven, Herbert, Hodges, Holloway, Thomas R. Horton’ 

| Howard, Kelly, Kelsey, Knapp, Knowlton, Knox, Kunkey’ 
| Leiter, Mace, Alexander K. Marshall, Matieson, Maxwey)’ 
Moore, Morrison, Norton, Andrew Oliver, Paine, Pearce’ 
Pelion, Perry, Phelps, Pike, Porter, Powell, Puryear, Rob. 
bins, Roberts, Robison, Rast, Sabin, Sage, Sapp, Sneeg 
Stephens, Stranahan, Swope, Tappan, Taylor, Thoringoy’ 
Tyson, Wade, Wakeman, Walbridge, Williams, Winslow. 
Woodruff, Woodworth, and Zoilicoffer—S0. , 

NAYS—Messtrs. Aiken, Allison, Barksdale, Henry Bep. 
nett, Hendley 8. Bennett, Bocock, Bradshaw, Branch 
Butfinton, Burnett, James H. Campbell, John P. Campbell! 
Ezra Clark, Clingman, Williamson R. W. Cobb, Coijay’ 
Cox, Crawford, Cumback, Henry Winter Davis, Jacoy ¢’ 
Davis, Day, Dean, Dowdell, Edie, Elliott, Emrie, Faulkyer 
Flagler, Goode, Robert B. Hall, Harlan, J. Morrison Harris 
Hoffman, Valentine B. Horton, Houston,GeorgeW. Jones, J’ 
Glancy Jones, Knight, Lake, Letcher, Lumpkin, McCarty, 
MeMullin, Killian Miller, Millson, Morgan, Morrill, Mott, 


| Murray, Mordecai Oliver, Packer, Parker, Peck, Penning- 


ton, Pringle, Purviance, Quitman, Ready, Ricaud, Rivers, 
Ruffin, Sandidge , Savage, Scott, Sherman, Shorter, Samuej 
A. Smith, William Smith, William R. Smith, Spinner, 
Stanton, Talbott, Todd, Trippe, Underwood, Valk, Wal- 
dron, Warner, Whitney, Daniel B. Wright, and John Vy, 
Wright—82. 


So the bill was passed. 

Pending the call of the roll, 

Mr. BARCLAY stated that his colleague, Mr. 
Hickman, was detained from the House by 
sickness. 

Mr. SNEED moved to reconsider the vote by 
which the bill was passed, and also moved to 
lay the motion to reconsider on the table; which 


. 


_ latter motion was agreed to. 


The bills on the Speaker’s table having been 


disposed of, 


Mr. GIDDINGS moved that the House resolve 
itself intoa Committee of the Whole House upon 
the Private Calendar. 


CLOSE OF DEBATE ON A PRIVATE BILL. 
Mr. GROW. Before that motion is put, 


move, with the consent of the gentleman from 


Ohio, that all debate upon the bill for the relief 
of Mrs. A. W. Angus, widow of the late Cap- 
tain Samuel Angus, United States Navy, be 
closed in ten minutes after the Committee of the 
Whole House shall again resume its considera- 
tion. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The question was then taken upon the motion 


, of Mr. Gippines; and it was agreed to. 


The House accordingly resolved itself into 4 


| Commitiee of the Whole House, (Mr. Ene in 
the chair,) and resumed the consideration of the 


Private Calendar, the business first in order being 
the consideration of House bill (No, 278) for the 
relief of Mrs. A. W. Angus. 

Mr. PIKE. I move that the bill be laid aside 
to be reported to the House, with the recommend- 
ation that it do pass. ; 

Mr. SAPP. I ask for tellers on that motion. 

Tellers were ordered; and Messrs. Sarr and 


HERBERT were appointed. 


The question was taken; and the tellers re- 
ported—ayes 72, noes 71. 
So the motion was agreed to. 


EVELINA PORTER. 

The next bill on the Calendar was the bill of 
the House (No. 283) for the relief of Evelina 
Porter, widow of the late Commodore David 
Porter, of the United States Navy. bh 

The bill provides that Evelina Porter, widow 
of Gina David Porter, late of the Navy 
of the United States, be allowed and paid the 
half-monthly pay to which David Porter was ¢!- 
titled at the time of his leaving the Navy; and that 


_ such allowance shall commence at the day of the 
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eath ° ° . 
d / cease upon the death or intermarriage of | 
Ev na Porter. * 

fhe report states that Commodore Porter, then 


atenant in the naval service of the United 
coe. while in the discharge of his duties in an 
on with several brigand barges in the West In- 
-«. in 1800, received a wound in his left shoulder, 
od inanengagement off old Tripoli, in 1803, 
iad ‘ved a slight wound in his right thigh, and a 
hall through the left, which, with the effects ofa 
yiolentattack of yellow fever, contracted while in 
-oamand of the United States squadron for the | 
eyppression of piracy in the West India seas in 
1823, brought on him diseases which caused his 
a at, taat Commodore Porter died at Constanti- | 
nople in 1843, in the diplomatic service of the 
United States; that he was married to the memo- 
rialist, Evelina, in 1808; and that she sull survives 
him; that the act of Congress granting Navy 
pensions to widows only provides for, and is 
construed by the Department only to embrace, 
widows whose husbands die in the naval service 
of diseases contracted or injuries received by them 
while in the line of their duty. Commodore 
Porter, therefore, not having died in the service 
of the country, his widow is not entitled to the 
benefit of the act, although the disease which 
caused his death was contracted in the line of his 
duty in that service. 

Mr. OLIVER, of New York. I move that the 
bill be laid aside to be reported to the House, 
with a recommendation that it do pass. ‘ 

The motion was agreed to. 


2 Hh? 
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~~ 


FLSHING SCHOONER FLORILLA. 


The next bill on the Calendar was a bill (H. 
R. No. 298) for the relief of the owner and crew 
of the fishing schooner Florilla. 

The bill provides that the collector of the dis- 
trict of Barnstable, in the State of Massachusetts, 
be authorized to pay to the owner and crew of 
the schooner Florilla, to be distributed according 
to law, the sum of money that the vessel would 
have been entitled to receive, as a bounty or 
drawback, if she had, on her last voyage in 1840, 
in which she was lost, complied with all the 
requirements of law necessary to secure such 
bounty; the vessel being of the burden of forty 
tous and fifty-three ninety-fifths, and having last 
sailed from the port of Wellfleet on a fishing 
voyage in June, 1840. 

rom the report of the committee, which was 
read, it appears that the petitioner represents that 
in the year 1840 he was master and managing 
owner of the said schooner Florilla, and that | 
on the Ist day of March, in the said year, he 
fitted her out for a fishing voyage, and sailed on 
the fourth of said month, with all the necessar 
documents; that the voyage was pursued until 
the loth day of the following April, when the 
said vessel returned and landed her fish, refitted, 
and sailed again, on the 18th day of April, for 
the Western bank, where she remained until all 
her salt was consumed on fish; that when on her 
homeward-bound passage, on the 3d of June, she | 
was cas’ .way on the back of Cape Cod—the 
vessel and cargo of fish becoming a total loss. 
The averments in the petition are substantiated by 
the original ** fisherman’s shipping paper,’’ copies 
of the enrollment and license of the schooner, and 
by proof of her loss. It appears that she had 
been actually employed in fishing two months 
and twenty-six days, and was returning with a 
full load of fish when she was wrecked. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. It seems to me 
that there is neither justice nor equity in this 
case. There is certainly no legal claim on the 
Government. The law provides, as I understand, 
that ships engaged in thie fishing business shall || 
have drawback and bounty under certain circum- | 
stances. This. schooner has failed to comply 
with those cireamstances by reason of her loss; 
and, while there is no law to pay her drawback 
and bounty, the claimants come here and ask for 
& Special law to cover their case. This belongs 
to that class of cases which I think are not en- 
titled to relief from this Government. 

| am opposed to all these bounties and draw- 
backs; and on that ground, if upon :fo other, I 
shall vote against the pending bil. 

_Mr. HALL, of Massachusetts. Mr. Chairman, 
the case under consideration, instead of being one || 
without just claim on the Government, is of that || 


THE C 


| which ought to be er on by Congress. 


| This is the business of a large 
|| constituents, the foundation of the wealth around 


very class of cases which demand the very kind 
of legislation now asked for. The mere abstract 
opinion of a member on the question of draw- 
backs and bounties is not, it seems to me, rele- 
vant to this bill. Itis the established policy of 
the Government to grant drawbacks and boun- 
ties to vessels engaged in this most important 
branch of industry. There is an implied contract 
between the Government and these vessels, that 
where they comply with all the requirements of 
the law they shall receive the bounty promised 
by the Government; and certain emergencies and 
contingencies not provided for by the original law 
are taken care of by a supplemental law. But 
neither of these laws covers this case, because 
against the act of Providence the best endeavors 
of these hardy and industricus seamen are futile 
and nugatory. 

It seems that the schooner Florilla made one 
voyage, having gone through all of the requisite 
forms, and procured the required amount of salt, 
and returned to land her fish. As the season was 
sufficiently long she started out on another voy- 
age. On her homeward trip she was lost; and 
with her loss her owner and crew lost the entire 
fruits of their summer’s toil—not only the results 
of their first voyage, but the results of both voy- 
ages. : 5 

Such are the facts. There is no provision of 
law to meet such a case as this; but when.-these 
claimants have done everything within their power 
to comply with every requirement of law, and 
having acted throughout in good faith, I think 


| that the justice and strong equity of the claim 
| must be apparent to all. It is just, because there 


is no general law to cover their case, that they 
come here now, and ask this relief by special law 
to cover their losses in consequence of an act of 
Providence. And there is peculiar reason for 
interposition in their behalf. This claim has 
been before Congress for years, and reported on 
favorably by committees which have examined 
it thoroughly. 

The reason for the delay of actioneon the bill 
to this late day is not at all complimentary to the 
manner in which business is transacted by Con- 
gress. The Private Calendar in this House is 
but too often the sepulcher of injuries and claims 
se- 


cause our attention has been engrossed by matters 


| of general concernment, we have not been able to 

| attend to the private business of our constituents. 
They have had their rights sacrificed year after | 
year; and when they come to ask the justice | 

| which they deserve, they are met with a rehearsal 


of their past injuries as reason why we should 
continue to pursue a course so derogatory to our- 
selves, and so contrary to the honor and dignity 
of the Government. These men have faithfully 
fulfilled all the duties incumbent upon them under 


| the law, and they have done so 1n the faith that 


the Government would fulfill its obligations 


| towards them. 


Now, sir, whatever may be the opinion of 
gentlemen in regard to this bounty matter, it is, 
nevertheless, the policy of the Government up 
to this day; and all those men who are engaged 
in this branch of industry are now going upon 
the wide waters, and undergoing all the privations 
and hardships incident to that branch of business, 
for the very reason that they are thus encouraged 
by the Government to do it. 

This is not the time, or the place, to enter into 
a discussion of the propriety of this bounty law; 
but these facts stand out in bold relief, that in 
this very fishing business is the hope of the 
naval service of the country; that our commerce 
is interested in it as the school in which young 
seamen are trained, from whom, in time of war, 
we are able to muster men to go and bear our 
flag so bravely and gloriously over the seas. | 
live in a district populated by this.class of men; 
and I know the history of all these proceedings. 
I know that young boys first commence work in 
life by going upon one of these fishing vessels. 
roportion of my 


Cape Cod, and all its influences are in every 
respect beveficial to the Government. 

But, beside all this, this specific case has strong 
claims upo.: our attention, and is almost identical 
with the next case on the Calendar. This case is 
no novelty. Bills of this character are passed 
every session. 
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where these men are disappointed by circum- 
stances beyond their control, and the Government 
has always stepped In, as in honor and justice 
she has pledged herself to do, to their relief, 
instead of adding to their misfortune by refusing 
to them the poor boon promised to them, 

[ put this case upon no ground of sympathy, 
but upon the ground of right; because there was 
acontract between these men and the Govern- 
ment, that if they went into the service, and 
served a stipulated ume, they should receive this 
bounty; and I hope it is not in this House to 
refuse so just and equitable a claim. 

Mr. McMULLIN. I am inclined to think 
that when this law of Congress granting fishing 
bounties was passed, it may have been right; but 
I agree with the gentleman from Tennessee that 
now the policy is radically wrong. But the 
gentleman from Massachusetts has shown to the 
committee that this party failed to comply with 
the general law; and if this is to pass under such 
circumstances, | would advise the gentleman to 
introduce a general bill, to include all similar 
cases. [ would not make this case alone an ex- 
ception to the general law. I am opposed to this 
partial legislation. The principle is radically 
wrong in itself; butif itis to be established, estab- 
lish it by general law, and not consume the time 
of Congress by legislation upon special cases 
made up as this case is, and as most such cases 
are, by ex parte testimony. I think the bill ought 
not to pass. You might as well tell me that those 
engaged in the pursuit of agriculture, and who 
' by misfortune and the prevalence of storms fail 
to make crops, ought to have the benefit of a 
general or a special law to compensate them for 
such misfortunes. It seems the gentleman’s con- 
stituents are mostly engaged in fishing. Now 
they have selected that business in preference to - 
all other occupations; and they should take the 
chances of success. I believe the bill is wrong, 
and [| move that it be laid aside to be reported to 
the House, with a recommendation that it do not 

ass. 

Mr. SMITH, of Virginia. I understand that 
it has been the policy of the Government to foster 
these fisheries, and in accordance with that 
volicy large bounties have been paid from the 
Treasury for a long series of years. I[ do not 
propose to say a word in reference to that policy. 
I has been embraced in a general bill, and to 
that extent the policy has been adopted by the 
careful consideration, | suppose, of the Congress 
of the United States. 

| Jut gentlemen cannot fail to be aware that that 


i] policy does not embrace this case; and it is be- 


| cause it does not that the claimant makes his 
| special application here. If his case were within 
| the settled policy of the Government in reference 
| to these bounties he would have no occasion to 
come here; and he comes only because the policy 
of the Government does not comprehend the case 
which he presents. I beg the committee to 
| understand that we are not considering the pol- 
icy of the Government in sustaining these dsh. 
eries by bounties, but that we are called upon, 
| by passing this special bill, to enlarge that policy 
'and to go beyond that which has received the 
sanction of the Government for so many years. 
This case is without the policy of the Govern- 
| ment, and the question is whether this committee 
; will undertake to enlarge it. Surely in this in- 
| formal manner we ought not to change a policy 
which has been the occasion of so much excep- 
tion fora half century. 
I say, then, it does not become the gentleman 
from ii cacheaanine to demand the passage of 
this bill as an act of justice from the Feo If 
the case were within the policy to which he has 
referred, and which has been the established 
policy for half a century, he might demand it as 
an act of justice. But it can only be asked for 
as a matter of grace; and the strong terms in 
which the gentleman asks the passage of this bill 
are not warranted by the character of this appli- 
cation. 

I do not propose to dwell upon this subject, but 
it does seem to me that in the very facts of the 
case there can be found no reason why this bill 
should be passed by this committee. I think it 
clear that this is not a case in which the party 
has a right to come here and demand justice—in 
other words, to enlarge the policy of the Govern- 


Cases are constantly occurring |) ment in reference to this subject. 
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~ Mr. HALL, of Massachusetts, It seems to || ple. If any gentleman will bring ina bill to repeal | 


me that there is nothing in this proposition which 
ae to extend the policy of the Government. 
t is only an exceptional case, not provided for 
under the general law. - But if the gentleman from 
Virginia objects to the demand in respect to this 
claim in the name of justice, and it will render it 
any more acceptable to him to ask it as a matter 
of grace and favor, | will so far revise my ex- 


pressions as to place it upon the generosity of 


Congress. 

Mr. SMITH, of Virginia. If the gentleman 
will allow me, I will ask him what wrong the 
petitioners have sustained? Has there been any 
infringement of their rights under the law? 

Mr. HALL, of Massachusetts. The wrong 
which these petitioners have suffered is not a 
technical or legal wrong. If it had been, they 
would not have applied here for relief by a special 
act. They would have applied for relief under 
the provisions of the general law. But, sir, these 
men effected one voyage within only a portion of 
the time allowed under the act; and in order to 
show theirgreater diligence in availing themselves 
of the privileges of the law, they started on a 
second voyage, but the vessel was lost in a storm 
before they returned. It seems to me, therefore, 
that the case is stronger even than it would have 
been if they had complied strictly with the pro- 
visions of the law, making only one voyage It 
seems to me that the passage of this bill will not 
extend the policy of the Government, but only 
supply an omission in the law. I take it for 
granted, sir, that it is not disrespectful to the 
House to say that all our laws are imperfect; and, 
sir, this law is imperfect inthis particular. [| will 
only remark in addition, for the relief of certain 
gentlemen in this House, that the amount involved 
in this case 1s very small—not more than two or 
three hundred dollars at furthest. 

Mr. CAMPBELL, of Pennsylvania, The 
amount involved is small, it is true; but the claim 
is a very meritorious one, and as it forms one of 
a class | wish to make a single remark in relation 
to it. The act of Congress granting bounties or 
drawbacks to those engaged in the mackerel or 
cod fishery when they had fitted out their vessels 
in a certain manner, and furnished a certain 
quantity of salt, was passed from two consider- 
ations. One was, that these fishermen paid a 
very considerable duty upon salt, and another 
was that the fisheries furnished a school for sea- 
men. Young men generally engage in this busi- 
ness, and they become first-rate seamen. 

As I understand it, the circumstances of this 
case were about these: This fishing schooner 
Florilla had been fitted out under the act of Con- 
gress. She had performed her voyage, and had 
used the requisite quantity of salt. She was re- 
turning from a second successful voyage when 
she was wrecked by a storm and lost. Sir, the 
considerations had been furnished. The salt 
had been consumed; the seamen had been ed- 
ucated; and the. question is whether this act of 
God, by which the vessel was lost, shall prevent 
these men from receiving the drawback in con- 
sequence of these circumstances. I say, sir, that 
allhough the amount claimed is small, the case is 
one full of merit, and I trust the committee will 
vote down the motion of the gentleman from 
Virginia, and that the House will pass the bill. 

Mr. LETCHER. I desire to address an inquiry 
to the gentleman from Pennsylvania, [ Mr. Camp- 
pett.} | understand him to say that these men 
are entitled to bounty because they have paid 
duty on salt. Now, | desire to-inquire whether 
the Cincinnat: pork packer, who also pays duty 
on a large quantity of salt, if he loses his hogs, 
is not upon the same principle entitled to bounty? 

Mr. CAMPBELL, of esstyivenia. I am 
not aware that any law has been passed giving 
bounty to the packers of pork, or that the Gov- 
ernment is interested in that business as much as 
it is in the education of seamen. 

Mr. McMULLIN. 
time of the House, but I call attention to this 
fact: At the time the act was passed granting 
these bounties and drawbacks, this country was 
greatly behind Europe with reference to the fish- 
ery business; it was difficult to get our citizens 
to embark in that business. Now, sir, the case 
w different. Give these men at the North a 
chance, and they will catch all the fish you want. 


I dislike to occupy the |} 


in my opinion, the law itself is wrong in princi- | 








the law, I will support it. 
The question now being upon the motion that 


the bill be laid aside to be reported to the House, | 


with the recommendation that it do not pass, | 
upon a division there were—ayes 53, noes 62. 

Mr. BROOM demanded tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and Messrs. CHAFFEE 
and Packer were appointed. 

The question was taken; and the tellers re- 
ported—ayes 61, noes 80. 

So the motion was disagreed to. 

Mr. HALL, of Massachusetts. 


I move that 
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| stood that I have no knowledge of this case, ex. 
| cept that it «ogy to come within a class of 
'cases which have uniformly been relieved in 
times past. The gentleman from Maine, [\, 
Fuxver,]| having long served upon the Commi. 


tee on Commerce, must know whether it comes 





|| within that class; and if it does, [ am in favor o¢ 
|| the bill, because I am for dealing out our bow 


| with an even hand. 'y 

Mr. HOUSTON. I wish to ask the gentle. 
/man from Maine what I am to understand by 
| the uniform rule of Congress in allowing bouy. 


|| ties where vessels have not complied with the 


the bill be laid aside, to be reported to the House ||,provisions of the law? This vessel failed to 


with the recommendation that it do pass. 
Mr. JONES, of Tennessee, I move that the | 
committee do now rise. 


Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine. I call for tellers | 


on the motion to rise. 


1} 
1 
Tellers were ordered; and Messrs. WaLBRIDGE | usage of Congress? 


and FLoreNnce were appointed. 


The question was taken; and the tellers re- || 


ported—ayes 6, noes 114. 

So the committee refused to rise. 

Mr. FLORENCE. I voted against the motion 
that the bill be laid aside to be reported to the 
House, with the recommendation that it do not 
pass. I rise now to propound a single interrog- 
atory to the gentleman from Massachusetts, the 
answer to which will materially influence my vote 
in the House on this bill. 
whether there was an underwriter in this case, 
and whether the cargo of this fishing schooner 
was insured ? 

Mr. HALL, of Massachusetts. I do not see 
the chairman of the committee Who reported 
this billin his seat. If he were here he could 
answer the gentleman much better than I can. I 
am not prepared to say whether the cargo of the 
schooner was cael: or not. The insurance, 


bounty. 

Mr. FLORENCE. 
volved in this bill? 

Mr. HALL, of Massachusetts. I am not ad- 
vised of the precise amount, but it must bea 
small sum. For a vessel of the small tonnage of 
the Florilla the bounty cannot be more than $300. 
As to the insurance of the cargo, as I have said 
before, that could not cover the bounty. 

Mr. GIDDINGS. If I am correct in my 
understanding of this bill, it carries out the ob- 
ject Congress bas had in view for many years. 
Where a vessel is licensed, proceeds on her voy- 


What is the amount in- 


wish to ask him | 


age, occupies her time as required by the law, and | 


while doing so is lost, there is presented an equit- 
able claim for bounty. Congress has, for fifteen 
or twenty years past, provided relief in such 
cases. I call upon the gentleman from Maine, 
{Mr. futLer,}] who has long served upon the 
Committee on Commerce, to state whether such 
is not the fact? 4 
Mr. FULLER; of Maine. I understand that 
it has been usual—and the precedents are numer- 
ous in our laws—to allow a bounty where vessels 
have been fitted out properly, and have been 
wrecked, not having completed the time of four 
months required by the law. Some gentlemen 
seem to be undera misapprehension as to the law 
under which this ease arises. It has nothing to 
do with the law giving a drawback of duties in 
reference to salt. ‘There was a statute allowing, 
in cases of dry fish exported out of the United 
States, a drawback equal to the amount of duties 
paid upon the salt employed in their cure. This 
case arises under the act of 1813, by which, 
when cod-fishing vessels are engaged in the fish- 
ing business for a period of four months, a bounty 
| is given, not to exceed four dollars a ton, to be 
divided, two fifths to the vesssel and three fifths 
to the crew. 
The object was to encourage the fisheries as a 
‘nursery for seamen. Now, if this vessel had 
been out four months instead of two months and 
| twenty-six days—one month and four days short 
of the time required by law—the bounty would 
have been paid to her by the collector of the port 
where she was enrolled. It appears that she re- 
turned from one voyage, and going out upon a 
second, was wrecked; and I understand that this 
case falls within a class of cases which Congress 
has, from time to time, relieved by giving the 
| bounty. 


ring itself within the provisions of the law h 
one month and four days. I do not care what 
may have been the cause of it. Suppose it had 
been out only one month, and lacked three 

/months, would that have brought it within the 
My object is to ascertain 
what has been the usage of Congress upon this 
subject. I want to know how long itis required 
| that vessels, not having complied with the law, 


| must remain out in order to bring them within 


|| the usage of Congress? 


Mr. FULLER, of Maine. In reply to the 
| interrogatory of the gentleman, I will reply, that 
| I cannot state the time in cases where Congress 


|| has passed special acts to relieve vessels which 


have been lost. I only state the fact generally, 
that Congress has passed special laws giving 
| bounty to vessels which had failed to be out the 
time required by law, and were lost by casualties 
of the sea. As to the extent to which Congress 
| has gone, lam not prepared to say. My recol- 
| lection is, that in all those cases where relief has 
| been granted, there has been a near approxima- 


| tion to the time required by the statute—more 


‘| than one half of the time 
‘| Mr. HOUSTON. 
however, would not cover the drawback and 

'| member of the Committee on Commerce, ought 


It seems to me that the gen- 
tlema» from Maine, having served so long asa 


'to have reported to the House long since some 
| law proposing to regulate this subject, and put- 
“~~ it upon a proper basis. 

s I understand it, the law entitles a vessel to 
'the bounty, if it has performed service four 
|; months. A vessel goes out and remains short of 


|| four months, and by the casualties of the sea is 


prevented from complying with the requirements 
of the law. It fails to do so by one month, and 
itis relieved. It fails by two months. Should 
not that be relieved? Upon what principle, I ask, 
is this relief based? Is it because the vessel 
approximated nearly to the four months; or is it 
because of the disasters which overtook the ves- 
sel? 

Upon what principles do we base this legisla- 
tion? Is it because the vessel went out at all? If 
| it is, the gentleman ought to have reported a bill 
saying that all vessels Should be entitled to relief, 
which go out without regard to time. If itis not 
because vessels go out to sea, there ought to be 
some rule established: It must be because the 
vessel has been lost. If it is, then, of course, all 
lost vessels ought to be entitled to the bounty. 
This kind of legislation ought to be based upon 
| some principle, upon some tangible principle 
which we can understand. There is no use of 
law if we vary and depart from it in every case 
which appeals to our sympathies. If there is not 
some principle to control us, it seems to me we 
~“— not to pass this bill. 7 a 

e should have some regard to existing princi- 
_ ples of law which govern all cases falling under 
a general class. Now you cannot draw a dis- 
tinction between vessels which have been out two 
and those which have been out two and a half 
months; between those which have been out two 
and a half and those which have been out three 
months, and soon. A distinction does not exist 
there. Then the reason of a usage cannot be 
based upon that supposed difference; and if not, 
I would like to know upon what it is based, and 
what principle of justice and right is at its foun- 
dation ? 

Mr. FULLER, of Maine. In reply to the 
gentleman, I will say that here is the general law 
_of Congress upon the statute-book, which holds 
out a bounty to certain persons to engage in the 
fisheries for the purpose of educating seamen 
| That being the law, and all being invited to go 
out under it, the seamen first, at great expense 





Mr. GIDDINGS. I desire to have it under- | purchase a vessel, and fit her out, with the inte- 
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ion of f : 
seit been out a large portion of the time, by 
she act of God, and the casualties of the seas, | 


the vessel is wrecked and they lose their adven- | 
aie The equity arises, then, not that they | 
baie the right to demand this bounty, but they | 


a proper claim on which to address them- | 


pave Rare 
he legislative power of the country, and 
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going out in good faith to fish; and | 
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other by the act of the King’s 
statutes are full of such cases. 1 
Mr. MILLSON. The amount involved in this 
bill is so small as hardly to justify the discussion 
that has already taken place upon it, if it did not 
involve another question which may soon come 
up to be decided in another connection. The 
gentleman from Ohio, [Mr. Gippixes,] and the 


ask that they shall, in special cases, grant that || gentleman from Maine, [Mr. Fuicer,] have re- 


bounty. ; 2 
ture made; and in a case like alee the 
equity is as strong as if the vessel had completed 
her voyage. . 

Mr. HOUSTON. Will the gentleman allow 
me to interrupt him just here? I understand 
him to state that the equity is based upon the 
expenditure made. Then it seems to me—though 
Iam not as well informed upon the subject as 
the gentleman from Maine—that the expenditure | 
is mostly made when the vessel is fitted out? I 
take it that there is but little difference between 
the expenditure of sailing for one, two, or four 
months. ’ , 

Mr. FULLER, of Maine. That is true, so 
far as the statement goes. But the equity does 
not rest upon the expenditure, so far as the Gov- 
ernment is concerned, so much as it does upon 
the experience which the seamen obtain. To be 
sure, if the voyage is extended to four months | 
the advantage is greater upon the part of the 
Government so far as the experience of the sea- 
men is concerned ; but $272 is all that can be paid 
under the law, in any case. For the purpose of 
enabling the House better to understand the law 
upon which this claim is based, I send up the 
fifth section of the law of 1813, which refers to 
the case, and ask the Clerk to read it. 

The Clerk read, as follows: 

“Sec. 5. And be it further enacted, That from and after 
the last day of December, 1814, there shall be paid on the 
last day of December, annually, to the owner of every 
vessel, or his agent, by the collector of the district where 
such vessel may belong, that shall be qualified agreeable to 
jaw for carrying on the bank and other cod fisheries, and 
that shall actually have been employed therein at sea for 
the term of four months, at the least, of the fishing season 
next preceding, which season is accounted to be from the 
last day of February to the last day of November in every 
year, for each and every ton of such vessel’s burden, ac- 
cording to her admeasurement as licensed or enrolled, if of | 
twenty tons, and not exceeding thirty tons, $2 40; and, if 
above thirty tons, $4; of which allowance aforesaid three | 
eighth parts shall accrue and belong to the owner of such | 
fishing vessel, and the other five eighths thereof shall be | 
divided by him, his agent, or lawful representative, to and | 
among the several fishermen who shall have been employed | 

| 
} 
| 





in such vessel during the season aforesaid, or a part thereof, 
as the case may be, in such proportions as the fish they 
shall respectively have taken may bear to the whole quan- 
tity of fish taken on board such vessel during such season: | 
Provided, That the allowance aforesaid, on any one vessel 
for one season, shall not exceed $272.” 


Mr. FULLER, of Maine. There have been | 
many cases of special legislation under this law. | 
In some instances the papers have been lost; and | 
under the construction given by the Department | 
no bounty can be paid unless the original papers | 
are produced. But it often happens that these | 
papers are lost by the casualties of the sea, and | 
sometimes they are stolen. I recollect in one 
case the voyage was completed and the papers 
deposited ina light-house. The light-house was 
burned down and the papers destroyed; and the 
Department decided that the bounty could not 
be paid in consequence. Congress, however, | 
ordered that it should be paid. 
Mr. HOUSTON. That legislation would have | 
& proper foundation. The voyage was completed 
and the law complied with so far as the parties 
could comply with it; and when Congress became | 
satisfied of the fact, it would be perfectly proper | 
not to takeadvantage of the burning of the papers; | 





| 


The equity is based upon the expendi- || ferred to the uniform usage of Congress in allow- 


ing claims of this description. My impression | 
is that the practice of Congress has not depended | 
merely upon usage. There isan act of Congress 

which I have not heard read or referred to, passed 

in 1824, to the effect+hat where the owners and || 
crew of fishing vessels shall not have completed | 
their voyages, but shall have been wrecked on 
the return voyage, the same bounty shall be al- | 
lowed and paid as if they had arrived safely in 
port. I have been absent during a part of this 
discussion, and this law may have been cited, but 
I have not heard it. i] 

The inquiry now is, would this vessel have 
been entitled to bounty if she had not been 
wrecked? I admit that, under the act, she would 
be as much entitled to bounty if wrecked as if 
she had not been wrecked; but the question for 
us to decide is whether, in all other respects, she 
had complied with the law. 

I will not now enter into the discussion of the || 
question as to the vr of continuing or 
extending these protective bounties. 1 under- 
stand that the Secretary of the Treasury, at the 
last session or the session before, recommended | 
the abrogation of these fishing bounties; and for | 
one, I am prepared to vote for such a measure. | 
Notwithstanding the opinion of the distinguished | 
chairman of the Committee of Ways and Means, | 
that protection is now the settled policy of the | 
country, and is no longer sectional, I say that | 
if there be any policy at this day that is sectional, 
it seems to me that protection is such a policy. | 

Mr. CAMPBELL, of Ohio. Does not the |! 
gentleman from Virginia know that the act of | 
1846 has a protective operation ? 

Mr. MILLSON. I have frequently complained, || 
though I do not wish to enter into the inquiry | 
at this time, that there are some protective fea- | 
tures in the act of 1846. It is precisely those | 
portions of that act that we now desire to amend, | 
and which we should have corrected in the last 
Congress, in my opinion, but for intervening cir- | 
cumstances. 

But I do not mean to be diverted from the || 
object I have in view, and which I will briefly 
explain to the committee. Isit proper, when we 
are asked to abolish these protective bounties || 
altogether, that we should consent to go even | 
beyond the original Jaw which granted them? I 
am unwilling to do so. If this schooner had || 
arrived home safely, as | understand it, she would | 
not have beénentitled to bounty, because she had || 


not completed her term. There is nothing, then, | 


in the fact that she was wrecked; there is nothing || 





| act of April 4, 1818. 





in the consideration suggested by my friend from 


| from receiving the bounty to which they were 


E } 
|| Maine, that the act of God prevented these men || 
| 


entitled. From the statements made, I under- 
stand that they would not have been entitled to 
this bounty even if they had not suffered the loss | 
of their schooner, because they would not have | 
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cruisers. The || the bounty was offered has been rendered, the 





bounty should be paid. 

And we are not now to consider whether we are 
to change the policy of the Government in grant- 
ing these bounties, but whether we are to con- 
tinue to grant them in cases like the one pending, 
and grant the bounty where every compliance 
has been made with the provisions of the law that 
could be made—where, in fact, the law has in 
good faith been substantially executed. Are we 
to do now as we have done in years past? There 
are many reasons why, if the law has been sub- 
stantially carried out, we should continue to do, 
in cases like the present one, as Congress has done 
heretofore. When there is satisfactory evidence 
that the parties have substantially come up to the 


| requirements of the law, and have done every- 


thing in their power for that purpose, although 


| somewhat unfortunate, they should, in my opin- 
| ion, receive the bounty promised by the Govern- 
| ment, 


Mr. HAVEN. 


I do not wish to argue this 


| case, but there is a little information which does 
| not seem to be in the possession of the House. 


There is such a law of 1824 as that suggested by 
the gentleman from Virginia. I will read the see 
tion applicable to this case: 

“Any vessel which shall be licensed according to law for 


|| the cod fishery, and whieh shall have completed her fishing 


term according to the provisions of the law, and thereby be- 
come entitied to the allowance of bounty, and shall, return- 
ing to any portin the United States, be wrecked or lost, 
the owner or owners and crew of such vessel shail, on sat- 
isfactory proof being made te the Comptroller of the Treas- 
ury of the wreck or loss of such vessel, be entitled to the 
same bounty as would have been allowed had such vessel 
returned to port.”’ 


The difficulty in this case grows out of the fact 
that this schooner had not completed her fishing 
term. Instead of having been engaged for four 
months, as required by the statute, the report 
shows that she was engaged only two months 
and twenty-six days; and it seems to me that the 
only question is, whether we shall extend the law 
of 1824, and give the bounty to a vessel which 
has not been employed the whole of the term re- 
quired ? 

I do not care now to occupy the time of the 
committee on the subject of bounties, although I 
am of the opinion that if the object is to secure a 
nursery for seamen, we may as effectually accom- 


| plish it by paying this money directly to those 


who are engaged in the merchant service as to 
those who are engaged in the fisheries. 

Mr. FULLER, of Maine. I call the attention 

of members generally, to the poses of the 
It is as follows: 


“ Be it enacted, &c., That where any fishing vessel of the 
United States has been, since the 18th day of February, in 
the year 1815, prevented, by illegal capture or seizure, 
under authority, or pretense of authority, from any foreign 
Government, from fishing at sea, for any part of the term 
of four months required by law to be employed by such 
vessel in fishing, in order to entitle the owner of such 
vessel to the bounty or allowance prescribed by law, the 
time of the unlawful detention of such vessel shall be com- 
puted as a part of the said four months, and such bounty 
or allowance shall be paid accordingly: Provided, That 
such vessel has in all other respects complied with the 
requisites of the laws now in force.’’ 


From the discussion which has taken place, it 
will be seen that where vessels have been wrecked 
in completing their four months of service in the 
fisheries, relief may be afforded under the gen- 


come within the terms of the law; and the ques- || eral provisions of the law. ‘The particular class 
tion now is, whether we shall, by special legisla- || of cases which Congress has relieved, it has re- 


tion, extend the original principle of the law, 


lieved from two causes—where the full term has 


and grant these fishing bounties in cases where || not been completed, either because of the seizuge 
under the general law they were never intended || onthe part of the enemy, or because of the act 


to be granted ? 
Mr. WASHBURN, of Maine 


but the case cited by the gentleman does not touch || question is aoeaaiae to the House, whether or 
l 


the one before us. 


Mr. FULLER, of Maine. I said that a numer- || drawbacks and bounties, I s 


ous class of cases undér this law had been pre- 
sented for the equitable consideration of Congress. 
in some cases the voyage had not been completed 
when the vessel was wrecked, and in such cases 
Congress has not refused to grant the little pit-— 
tance to which they would have been entitled in 
the shape of bounty. This class of cases, how- 
ever, is necessarily small. There is another class 
of cases, instances of which arose repeatedly 
during the war of 1812, where the fishermen were 
taptured by the enemy, and the bounty was 


% 


not we sha 


consider and act on it dispassionately; 
question is not before us now. The case before the 


|| God. A precedent under the former case has 
When the || been cited. Under the latter case there are pre- 


. > 
cedents running through a long course of con- 


continue the system of granting || gressional action. But I do not propose to occupy 
hall be prepared to || the time of the committee with extended argu- 
ut that || ment on the question, whether, if this House is 


disposed to continue these bounties, they should 


committee is similar to many which have been || not give this pittance—this mere trifle to seamen 


favorably acted on for the last twenty years. In 


| whose vessels have been wrecked—to men who 


1813, Congress, for the purpose of giving encour- || are poor, and navigate small vessels of twenty 


agement to the fisheries, which all acknowledge 


to be the best school for our seamen, deemed it | 


expedient to pass a law granting bounties to 


or thirty tons burden, with eight or ten men. 
Mr. FLORENCE. I had some doubt as to 
the proper course I ought to pursue in casting 


those engaged in that branch of industry, under || my vote upon this bill; but I have come to the 


certain restrictions. It was necessary to fix some 


or which |! 


| conclusion that I shall vote for it, for two rea- 
amount of service to enable parties to be entitled || 
always paid by Congress. In one case the ves- || to those bounties. 
sel was destroyed by the act of God, and in the || ever held that where the consideration 


sons. There is an analogy, in my mind, be- 


Under this law Congress has || tween this case and cases of pensions, where we 


depart from tbe general law. The general pen- 
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sion law requires a certificate to be given by a 


physician that the wounds received by the appli- 


cant for a pension were received in the perform- 


ance of his duty; but we often depart from the 


strict letter of the law in granting pensions in 
individual cases. 


Without discussing the principles involved in 


this question of bounty, these seamen entered the 
service of the United States upon a pledge that 
they should receive a certain bounty if they ful- 
filled the term required by law. The intervention 
of Providence prevented them from doing that, 
and hence this analogy between cases under the 
law granting pensions and this case. That is one 
reason: and [now come to the other. These men, 
intended to fulfill their term, but an act of Prov- 
idence prevented them. The period was accom- 
plished within one month and four days; and the 
probability is, that if this vessel had gotten into 


port, she would have sailed again, and returned | 


with another cargo of fish. The only question 
would have been, was there time enough? Then 
so far as the disposition was concerned—so far 
as making their voyage a nursery for seamen 
was concerned, they did fulfill all their duty. 
Another consideration: the probability is that 
these persons entered this service at a less per 
diem, or less per month pay, than they would 
have done but for this offered bounty from the 
Government 

The question now is, should the Government 
deprive those people of the amount of pay coming 
to them, and particularly, as gentlemen upon the 
other side say, when these men are poor? I was 
about to say that most fishermen are poor. Fish- 
erment at the time of the advent of our Savior 
were poor; and He took up poor fishermen and 
sent the m forth to preach the Gospel to every 
| have a sympathy with fishermen; 
and [ believe that the intention of the law would 
have been complied with in this case, except by 
the intervention of Providence, and therefore I 
shall vote for the bill. 


Mr. GREENWOOD. 


creature, 


I have no disposition 


to argue this matter, and I rise for the purpose of 


appealing to the committee to come to some action 
uponit, It is true, as remarked by a friend, that 
by piecemeal we have got at the whole law upon 
the subject—first the act of 1813, and then the as 


of 1824, which was adopted for the purpose of 


covering a certain class of cases where vessels 
were wrecked in returning to some of the ports 
of the United States. 

Jut it is said that this case really comes within 
the rule prescribed by Congress, and therefore 
that relief ought to be granted. Ido not desire 
to announce any opinion in regard to that; but I 
defy any gentleman to look into the acts of Con- 
gress for the purpose of establishing any one 
single principle. The result of such investiga- 
tion would be to ascertain that those acts area 
bundle of inconsistencies; and if an individual 
were to collect them for the purpose of seeing 
what claims would be recognized, he would find 


himself in deep water. My opinion is, that the 


passage of these acts depend upon the particular | 
temper of the House at the time they are brought | 


forward. 


As I said before, I do not desire to discuss the | 


merits of the question, but simply to appeal to the 
committee to take action without further delay. 


Mr. KEITT. 


I shall vote against this claim, | 
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and mainly upon the disclosures made during the |) 


progress of this discussion. I agree with m 
fwend from Arkansas when he says it is difficult 
to el minate from our legislation any settled prin- 
ciples; but, sir, there is a policy running through 
all legislation, which is regarded as settling the 
character of legislation upon a particular subject 
thus defined. Opposed as I am to granting 
bounties as a species of protection, yet I would 
not make any act | should do ex post facto or retro- 
active in its operation. If, then, a case presented 
here were really within the category prescribed 


by Congress, | would readily vote for it; but op- | 


posed as | am to all such legislation, whenever a 


particular case does not come within the purview || 


of our legislation—whenever, upon such particu- 
lar case, special legislation is asked for, | am op- 
posed to it, and particularly if the legislation is 
to confer something ex gratia. 


| 


A word to my friend from Pennsylvania, [Mr. | 


Fiorence.} I confess | could not feel the perti- 


there would have been as much relevancy if he 


BE. 


had advocated a bill to granta bounty to the heirs | 


of the apostle fishermen. 

From the disclosures made I arrive at the facts. 
One is, that this case does not come within the 
category of cases provided for by legislation; and 


the other is, that these persons are poor, and | 
therefore you should confer this bounty upon | 
them. We have been told that they did notcom- | 


ply with the terms of the statute, for the simple 
reason that Providence prevented them from 80 
doing. 

Now, sir, let us see what this leads to. The 
Government, then, is asked to insure against the 
elements. The Government is asked to be an 
insurance office against Almighty God. Sir, this 
Government did protect against seizures—did 


protect against enemies; but when, or in what | 


particular case, has the Government protected 
against the operations of nature, or against ele- 
mental strife ? 
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Mr. JONES, of Tennessee, objected, and ask: 
for a separate vote on each. a 

The question was stated to be first on the b 
(H. R. No. 278) for the relief of Mrs, 
Angus, widow of the late Captain Samuel 
United States Navy. 

Mr. GIDDINGS. 
question. 


Mr. PHELPS. 


| 
A. W. 


Angus, 


I call for the previous 


I move to lay the bill Upon 


' the table; and on that motion call for the yeas 


The 


If we are now to grant a bounty | 


in a case which does not come within the cate- | 


gory of cases within the statute, merely because || 


the operation of Heaven prevented them from 
coming within the purview of the statute, I ask 
in what instance, and when you will be able to 


guard against any application made here for || 


relief? 

Now for the other view of the case. It is said 
these men are poor. When, I ask, has Congress 
become a charity shop? 


Mr. FULLER, of Maine. If the gentleman 


will allow me, I think I can refer him to a simi- | 


lar case. 


or have been stolen, the Government has always 
released them from responsibility in reference to 
the matter. ‘There is abundant proof upon your 


statutes that, in just such cases as this, relief | 


has been given by special legislation. It does not 


fall within the province of general legislation, but | 
there are abundant precedents for such special | 


legislation. 


Where paymasters or other officers of 

| ‘ q 4 ° | 
the Government have had Government funds in 
charge, which have been lost by an act of God, | 


Mr. FLORENCE. If the gentleman will allow | 


me, | will refer him to 4 case right in point. 
When the ship San Francisco was onal 

a year ago, | find that by 
was granted, and pensions provided for those 


} wrecked ° 


Mr. KEITT. Ihave merely made these re- 
marks by way of suggestion. I confess that I 
am not very familiar with these cases. The case 
presented by my friend from Maine may be one 
in point; but I would suggest that, when he speaks 
of money lost by stealing as the act of God, such 
acts have generally been regarded as instigated 
by another power. 
mittee by any further remarks on the subject. 

The question being upon laying aside the bill 
to be reported to the House, with a recommenda- 


tion that it do pass, upon a division there were— | 


ayes 86, noes 17. 

Mr. FLORENCE demanded tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and Messrs. Sarr and 
GREENWOOD were appointed. 

The question was taken; and the tellers reported 
—ayes 87, noes 36. 

So the motion was agreed to. 

Mr. COBB, of Georgia, moved that the com- 
mittee rise. 

Mr. MATTESON demanded tellers. 

Tellers were ordered; and Messrs McMutuin 
and Mixier, of New York, were appointed. 

The qutstion was taken; and the tellers re- 
ported—ayes 71, noes 65. 

The motion was agreed to. 

So the Committee rose; and the Speaker having 
resumed the chair, Mr. Epie reported that the 
Committee of the Whole House had, according 
to order, had the Private Calendar generally under 
consideration, and particularly a bill (H.R. No. 


| 278) for the relief of Mrs. A. W. Angus, widow 


of the late Captain Samuel Angus, United States 
Navy; a bill (H. R. No. 283,) for the relief of 
Evelina Porter, widow of the late Commodore 
Porter, of the United States Navy; and a bill 
(H. R. No. 298,) for the relief of the owner and 
crew of the fishing scnooner Florilla; which bills 
he was directed to report back to the House, with 
the recommendation that they do pass. 

The SPEAKER stated that, unless objection 


|, was made, the vote would be taken on all the 
nency of his argument; and it strikes me that |! bille together 


I will not trouble the com- | 


only | 


special legislation relief | 





| 
| 


| House do now adjourn. 


| 
| 
| Brooks, Burnett, Lewis D. Campbell, Caskie, Bayard 
| 
| 
| 
' 


| and nays. 
eas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. SMITH, of Tennessee. I move that the 
Mr. BENSON. I call for the yeas and yn 
| The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
|| Mr. COBB, of Georgia. I call for tellers. 
|| ‘Tellers were not ordered. 
| ‘The House refused to adjourn; there being 
| a division—ayes 59, noes 89. e, 
The question was taken on Mr. Puetps’s mo. 
tion; and it was decided in the negative—yeag 
76, nays 88; as follows: 


YEAS—Messrs. Barksdale, Hendley 8. Bennett, Bocock, 


ays, 


» on 


Clarke, Clingman, Williamson R. W. Cobb, Crawierd 
Davidson, Henry Winter Davis, Day, Dowdell, Edmundson, 
| Elliott, Evans, Flagler, Thomas J. D. Fuller, Garnet,’ 
Goode, Greenwood, Grow, J. Morrison Harris, Haven’ 
Hoffman, Valentine B. Horton, Houston, George W. Jones’ 
J. Glaney Jones, Keitt, Kidwell, Lake, Leiter, Letcher, 
{| Alexander K. Marshall, Samuel S. Marshall, Max.’ 
|| McCarty, McMullin, Smith Mhiler, Millson, Morrill, Mor. 
|| rison, Nichols, Orr, Packer, Paine, Peck, Phelps, Porter 
Puryear, Quitman, Ready, Ricaud, Ruffin, Sandidge, Sam. 
| uel A. Smith, William Smith, William R. Smith, Stanton, 
Talbott, Taylor, Thurston, Todd, Underwood, Valk, Wa). 
dron, Walker, Warner, Whitney, Winslow, Daniel B, 
Wright, John V. Wright, and Zollicotfer—76. 
NAYS—Messrs. Aiken, Albright, Allison, Ball, Barbour, 
Benson, Billinghurst, Bingham, Bishop, Bowie, Bradshaw, 
Brenton, Broom, Buffinton, Burlingame, Chaffee, Ezra 
Clark, Clawson, Colfax, Comins, Covode, Cragin, Cum- 
back, Dean, De Witt, Dodd, Durfee, Edie, Emrie, Etheridge, 
Eustis, Florence, Galloway, Gilbert, Granger, Robert B, 
Hall, Harlan, Herbert, Hodges, Holloway, Howard, Kelly, 
Kelsey, Knapp, Knight, Knowlton, Knox, Kunkel, Mace, 
Matteson, Killian Miller, Morgan, Mott, Murray, Norton, 
Audrew Oliver, Parker, Pearee, Pelton, Pennington, Perry, 
Pike, Pringle, Purviance, Ritchie, Robbins, Roberts, Sabin, 
Sage, Sapp, Scott, Sherman, Simmons, Sneed, Spinner, 
Stranahan, Tappan, Thorimgton, Tyson, Wade, Wakeman, 
Walbridge, Israel Washburn, Welch, Wells, Williams, 
Woodruff, and Woodworth—88. 


So the bill was not laid upon the table. 


Mr. TALBOTT, (at ten minutes to three 


o’clock, p.m.) I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 


Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not erdered. 

The House refused to adjourn. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I beg leave to offer the 
following amendment: 


I call for the yeas 


Provided, That the amount to be paid under this law 
shall not exceed $9,600. 

The SPEAKER. The amendment cannot be 
received, the previous question being called. 

Mr. PIKE. I trust there will be no objection 
to the amendment. 

Mr. LETCHER. I object to it. If the bill 
ought to pass, it ought to pass for the entire 
amount. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I hope the call for the 
| previous question will be withdrawn, so that the 
amendment may be offered. 

Mr. PHELPS. The principle is wrong any 
| way. 


The SPEAKER. The 


entleman from Ohio 


| [Mr. Gippivés] who called for the previous ques- 


| tion, is not in his seat. 
Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. I call for tellers 
on seconding the call for the previous question. 

Tellers were not ordered. 

The previous question was not seconded. 

Mr. SHERMAN. I now submit the amend- 
ment which has been alfeady reported. As the 
_ bill now stands, it appropriates some $20,000. 
| Mr. WINSLOW: I move that the House do 
| now adjourn. 

Mr. LETCHER. I call forthe yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. _ 

The House refused to adjourn; there being, 00 
a division—ayes 22, noes 97. 

The question was then taken upon the amend- 
ment; and it was agreed to. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. 
| bill upon the table. 
| The motion was not agreed to. 


| 
I move to lay the 
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The bill was then ordered to be engrossed and 
read & third time. : | 
vir, JONES, of Tennessee. Has the bill been 


l ask for the reading of the engrossed 








engrosst d: 


a SPEAKER. The bill has not been en- 
gross d. r . 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. Then I object to 
¢ read a third time. 


ts bell! 
jts bel 


EVELINA PORTER. 


The next bill reported from the Committee of 
the Whole, with a recommendation that it do 
pass, being a bill (H. R. No. 283) for the relief 
of Evelina Porter, widow of the late Commodore 
David Porter, of the United States Navy, was 
then reported to the House. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed, and read 
atrird ume. 

Mr. McMULLIN. 
vrossed ? 

° The SPEAKER. It has, 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. Then read the 
engrossed bill. 

Mr. LETCHER. Has it been sent to the 
President for his signature. {Laughter. } 

{Cries of ** Read the bill! ] 

Mr. LETCHER. 


Has the bill been en- 


the House adjourn. 


The motion was not agreed to; there being—38 | 


in the affirmative and 85 in the negative. 
The SPEAKER. 
keeping of the Chair, and is not here. 
Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. Then let us have 
the next bill. 
THE FLORILLA. 


The next bill reported from the Committee of 
the Whole House, with a recommendation that 
it do pass, being a bill (H. R. No. 298) for the 
relief of the owner and crew of the fishing 
schooner Florilla, was then reported to the House. 

Mr. HALL, of Massachusetts. I demand the 
previous question upon ordering the bill to be 
engrossed and read a third time. 

The previous question was seconded, and the 
main question was ordered to be put; and under 


the operation thereof, the bill was ordered to be || 


engrossed and read a third time. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. Read the engrossed 
bill. Has it been engrossed? 

The SPEAKER. It has been. 

The bill was then read a third time. 

Mr. JONES, of Tennessee, demanded the yeas 
and nays on the passage of the bill. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr. McMULLIN. I move that the House 
adjourn. 

The motion was not agreed to. 


The question was taken upon the passage of | 


the bill; i cide - rmative— | NAO ws 
and it was decided in the affirmative || Mr. CASS presented the petition of William | 


yeas 93, nays 57; as follows: 


YEAS—Messrs. Albright, Allison, Barbour, Benson, Bil- 


linghurst, Bowie, Bradshaw, Brenton, Broom, Buffinton, 
Burlingame, James H. Campbell, Lewis D. Campbell, Ca- 
rathers, Chaffee, Ezra Clark, Clawson, Colfax, Comins, 
Covode, Cragin, Cumback, Davidson, Timothy Davis, Dean, 
De Witt, Dodd, Durfee, Edie, Etheridge, Flagler, Florence, 
Galloway, Giddings, Gilbert, Granger, Greenwood, Robert 
B. Hall, i. Morrison Harris, Herbert, Hodges, Holloway, 
Thomas R. Horton, Valentine B. Horton, Howard, Kelly, 
Kelsey, Knapp, Knight, Knowlton, Knox, Kunkel, Alex- 


ander K. Marshall, Matteson, McCarty, Morgan, Morrill, || 


Morrison, Murray, Norton, Andrew Oliver, Parker, Pearce, 
Pelton, Perry, Pike, Pringle, Purviance, Ricaud, Ritchie, 


Kobbins, Roberts, Sabin, Sage, Sapp, Scott, Sherman, | 


Sunmons, Sneed, Stranahan, Tappan, Thorington, Valk, 
Wade, Wakeman, Walbridge, Israel Washburn, Welch, 
Wells, Whitney, Williams, Woodruff, and Woodworth—93. 

NAYS—Messrs. Barksdale, Hendley 8S. Bennett, Bocock, 
Boyce, Brooks, Burnett, Caskie, Clingman, Williamson R. 
W - Cobb, Day, Edmundson, Elliott, Emrie, Eustis, Evans, 
Garnett, Goode, Grow, Harlan, Haven, Hoffman, Houston, 
George W. Jones, J. Glaney Jones, Keitt, Lake, Leiter, 
Letcher, Humphrey Marshall, Samuel S. Marshall, Max- 
Well, McMullin, Smith Miller, Millson, Mott, Nichols, Orr, 
Packer, Paine, Peck, Pennington, Puryear, Quitman, 


Ready, Ruffin, William Smith, Spinner, Stanton, Talbott, || 
laylor, Thurston, Underwood, Waldron, Winslow, Daniel || 


B. Wright, John V. Wright, and Zgllicoffer—5z. 

So the bill was passed. 

Mr. HALL, of Massachusetts, moved to re- 
consider the vote by which the bill was passed, 
and also moved that the motion to reconsider 


be laid on the table; which latter motion was 
agreed to. 


MRS. ANGUS—AGAIN. 
Mr. PIKE. I move to reconsider the vote by 


! . a = 7 . . 2 , on — . 
which the bill of the House, No. 278, was ordere 


While the messenger is || 
looking for the engrossed bill, | will move that | 


The bill is not within the ' 
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to be engrossed and read a third time. 


Mr. JONES, of Tennessee. I move to lay the i 


motion to reconsider on the table. 

The motion was not agreed to. 

Mr. EDIE. I move that the House adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; and thereupon (at 
twenty-five minutes past three o’clock ) the House 
adjourned to Monday next at twelve o’clock, m. 


IN SENATE. 
Monpay, December 22, 1856. 


Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Stepuen P. Hint. 
The Journal of Friday was read and approved. 


Hon. Rosert Toomess, of Georgia, appeared in | 


| his seat to-day. 
PETITIONS. 


Thomas Hazard, an officer in the revolutionary 


army, praying for the reimbursement of money | 


expended by him in raising and equipping acom- 
| pany of men to serve in that war; which was re- 


~ ° 


|| ferred to the Committee on Revolutionary Claims. 


Mr. FISH. [also present the petition of Ed- 
ward N. Kent, who has invented a very useful 


Mint, by which a great saving beyond any pro- 


cess heretofore discovered is shown to the Gov- |! 


ernment. The facts stated in the memorial are 
sustained by the certificates of the various officers 
of the Mint and the assay office. 
can only be used by the Government. It has 
already effected a saving during the few months 
it has been in operation of upwards of six thou- 
sand dollars to the Government. 
transfer to the Government the perpetual use of 
the apparatus, and asks for equivalent compens 
sation. I move its reference to the Committee 
on Finance. 
| The memorial was so referred. 


Mr. STUART presented the petition of Thomas 


Henderson, praying for the confirmation of his | 


title to a tract of land in the State of Michigan; 


'| which was referred to the Committee on Private | 


Land Claims. 

Mr. YULEE presented the petition of George 
Phelps, a messenger in the office of the Quarter- 
master General, praying to be allowed compen- 
|| sation for the time he was employed after service 

hours; which was referred to the Committee on 

Claims. 

Mr. WILSON presented a memorial of citi- 
zens of Essex county, Massachusetts, praying 
that bounty land may be granted to all officers 
and soldiers of the war of 1812, whether regu- 
larly mustered into the service or not, and to the 

|| widowsand children of those deceased; which was 
referred to the Committee on Public Lands. 


Durell, praying for compensation for fitting up 
|| the legislative hall, at Detroit, Michigan, for the 


of the Governor of the Territory; which was 
referred to the Committee on Claims. 

Mr. BIGLER presented two petitions of citi- 
zens of the city and county of Philadelphia, pray- 
‘| ing that Woodworth’s patent for a planing ma- 
|| chine may not be renewed; which was referred 


| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 
| 


| to the Committee on Patents and the Patent 
| Office. 

Mr. JONES, of Iowa, presented the petition 
of John Perry, for himself and the other surviv- 
||} ing heirs of Margaret Perry, widow of John 
| Perry, a revolutionary soldier, praying to be al- 
lowed a pension; which was referred to the Com- 
mittee on Pensions. 

Mr. RUSK presented the petition of Thomas 
W. Ward, late United States Consul at Panama, 

raying for compensation for services and reim- 
yursement of his expenses in procuring testi- 





|| American citizens in the riot at Panama, ip April 
|| last; which was referred to the Committee on 
:| Commerce. 


| Mr. JONES, of Iowa, presented the memorial | 


|| of the City Council of the city of Burlington, 
|| lowa, praying for an appropriation for the con- 
\ struction of a building for the accommodation of 

the post office, custom house, and United States 
}| courts, at that place; which was referred to the 
\} Committee on Commerce. 


= 
d | 


Mr. FISH presented the petition of the heirs of | 


apparatus for the separation of gold which is used | 
at the assay office in New York, and also at the | 


The apparatus | 


He proposes to | 


| use of the Territorial Legislature, by direction | 


mony in reference to the outrages committed on | 


a 


REPORTS OF COMMITTEES. 

On motion of Mr. THOMSON, of New Jer- 
sey, it was 

Ordered, That the Committee on Naval Affairs be dis- 
charged trom the further consideration of the petition of 
R. Claxton, widow of Alexander Claxton, and that it be 
referred to the Commitice on Pensions. 


On motion of Mr. WELLER, it was 


Ordered, That the Committee on Military Affairs be dis 
charged trom the further consideration of the petition of 
A. 3. Wright, and that it be referred to the Committee on 
Claims. 


PAPERS WITHDRAWN. 
On motion of Mr. PEARCE, it was 


| Ordered, That leave be granted to withdraw the memo- 


rial and papers of Charles Gratiot. 
BILL INTRODUCED. » 
Mr. BRODHEAD asked, and by unanimous 


consent obtained, leave to bring in a bill (S. No. 
482) to authorize the President of the United States 
to cause to be procured, by purchase or otherwise, 
a suitable steamer to be stationed at the port of 
Philadelphia as a revenue cutter, for the purpose 
of affording relief to distressed vessels, their pas- 
sengers and crews; which was read a first and 
second time by its title, and referred to the Com- 
mittee on Commerce. 


MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE. 

A message from the House of Representatives, 
by Mr. Cunziom, their Clerk, announced that the 
House of Representatives had passed the follow- 

| ing bills: 

H. R. No. 225. An act for the relief of Joseph 
Richards, of Berks county, Pennsylvania. 

|| H.R. No. 254. An act for the relief of the 
heirs of Samuel R. Thurston, late Delegate from 
Oregon. 

H.R.No. 298. An act for the relief of the owner 

and crew of the fishing schooner Florilla. 
STEAM REVENUE CUTTERS. 

On motion of Mr. SEWARD, the Senate pro- 
| ceeded, as in Committee of the Whole, to con- 
sider the bill (H.R. No. 251) to authorize the Pres- 
ident of the United States to cause to be procured, 
by purchase or otherwise, a suitable steamer to 
| be stationed at the port of New York as a revenue 
| cutter, and for the purpose of affording relief to 
| distressed vessels, their passengers and crews. 
The bill proposes to appropriate $150,000 for the 
| purpose indicated in its title. 

Mr. SEWARD. This bill has passed the 
House of Representatives, and it will be satisfac- 
tory to the President and Secretary of the 'T'reas- 
ury with an amendment which I propose to make, 
by striking out the words ‘ and for the purpose 
of affording relief to distressed vessels, their pas- 
|| sengers and crews.”’ 

Mr. FISH. I would ask my colleague what 
|| is the reason for striking out those words? The 
| 

| 

' 


duty of affording relief to distressed vessels, their 
passengers and crews, during the inclement season 
| of the year, is part of the duties which I under- 
stand have always been performed by the revenue 
service, under the directions of the Department. 
Mr. SEWARD. I will inform my colleague 
that itis not for the purpose of preventing this 
vessel from being employed in that way, but te 
place iton the same footing with the other revenue 
| cutters which now are so employed. It reserves 
the matter to the direction and control of the rev- 
enue department, instead of rendering it doubtfu! 
whether the Treasury Department has control 
| over it. 

Mr. TOOMBS. I ask the Senator from New 
| York whether there is any recommendation for 
this bill from the Department? 

Mr. SEWARD. The bill was Sibmitted to 
the Secretary of the Treasury, and with this 
amendment he agreed that it should be passed. It 
has passed the House. 
| Mr. TOOMBS. That is no reason why it 

should pass here. We ought to consider it, of 
/course. I suppose we should have some intima- 
tion from the proper Department that our present 
revenue cutters are incompetent for the purpose 
of defending the revenue, before undertaking to 
increase the number. Why make a class of 
steam-cutters for New York? ‘The same reason 
| (but not to the same extent, I admit, as there 13 a. 
great commerce there) would require you to have 
such a steamer atevery portof the United States, 
i] the cost of which will be ten umes the present 
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expense of cutters. The bill gives that port an 
unjust advantage over others, against the direct 
language and purpose of your Constitution. It 
is one of those schemes which have been uni- 
formly pursued to concentrate all these advant- 
ages at particular places. Boston will want these 
cutters next; and why not? Itis a question of 
degree, and not of principle. Charleston will 
want them next;-and why not? New Orleans 


will want them next; and why not? It isa ques- 
tion of degree, and not of principle. It is no 
answer to say, that because there are a thousand 
men in danger at New York, you will not protect 


nine hundred at Boston; and if nine hundred men 
are in danger there, why should you not protect 
against the danger of shipwreck five hundred at 
Norfolk, oxone hundred at Savannah, or fifty at 
Charleston? The bill which passed the House 


Was to station a revenue cutter there for the pur- | 


= of protecting the commerce of the United 
States. 

Mr. SEWARD. 
ing the commerce and revenue of the United 
States. 

Mr. TOOMBS. When the revenue depart- 
ment of the Government, or the Secretary of the 
Treasury, tells us that sail vessels are inadequate 


; Tae 
to protect the revenue of the country, it will be | 


time enough for us to act. This is to protect 
ships—to benefit insurance offices. I have no 


For the purpose of protect- | 


TH 


|| he will order it where he pleases. 














| Africa, not on the coast of Cuba, not on the coast 
of the black States, as they are termed, where it 
might be supposed they would be required, but 
we must keep a steamer in the port of 
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ew York | 


| for the purpose of keeping these extremely con- | 


scientious people from dealing in African slaves! 
That seems to be the pretense upon which this 
measure is now put before the country. 

I have no objection to any enlargemert of the 


revenue service that the public wants require; |! 


but the practice of introducing these bills in the 
| House, sending them to the committee, and then 
going to inquire of the Secretary of the Treasury 
(when he has not brought it before- us at all) 
whether he wants such a vessel at any place, will 
lead to great abuses. The Secretary of the 
Treasury should have the right to send cutters 
wherever their services may be necessary. It 
might so turn out that there might be some 
slavers about Florida or Savannah, and it might 
be necessary to send a vessel there; and if you 
have a revenue cutter put under the authority of 
| the Secretary of the Treasury by a general law, 
Here, how- 
ever, you propose to station a revenue cutter at 
the port of New York, and you confine its service 
to that port. Suppose Chicago wants one for 
the protection of her vessels, has she not as much 


|| reason for obtaining one? Enlarge your revenue 


doubt that is the great object. They are the peo- | 
ple who are generally at the bottom of these |) eV p é 7 : 
|| kind of vessels for a particular place, it is special 


schemes; for if you can diminish all these risks 


they are benefited, and the people engaged in | 


commerce are benefited. It lessens their insur- 
ance, and to that extent they are benefited. If 
there is any necessity for adding to the revenue 
service, | suppose the Secretary of the Treasury 
ought to station the cutter where it is necessary. 
Here the bill makes him station one at 
York of a particular kind. 

Mr. SEWARD. 
ident of the United States to procure such a ves- 
sel. 

Mr. TOOMBS. But why should it be done 
atall? Ihave seen no reason for it. 

Mr. SEWARD. Lanswerthe honorable Sen- 
ator, that when this bill came from the House of 
Representatives, and was referred to the Commit- 
tee on Commerce, I consulted the chairman of 
the Committee on Finance and the Secretary of 
the Treasury upon the subject, as it concerned 
the revenue, and the necessity and importance 
of such a vessel at the port of New York was 
conceded by them; and it was recommended that 


it should be passed with the modification I have || 


proposed, which will secure it to the revenue 
department. [have also, in order to show the 
necessity of the measure, a report which might 
be read, from the Committee on Commerce of 
the House of Representatives. I have a letter 
from the District Attorney of the city of New 
York, which I will read: 
New York, December 9, 1856. 

Sim: At the last session of Congress [ took the liberty 
of calling your attention to the necessity of a steam rev- 
enue cutier in the waters of New York. The experience 
I have had in the execution of the neutrality laws, and the 
laws against the fitting out of slavers in the harbor of New 
York, has induced me to ask your interference in this 
matter. | am now compelled to hire steam-tugs, at a great 
expense to the United States, in endeavoring to arrest sus- 

ected siavers. These steam tugs can only be used to a 
imited extent. IT have every reason to believe that slavers 
have gone through the Sound, and passed out to sea through 
Garduer’s Bay and Montauk Point. Ifa steam cutter was 
at the disposal of the collector, she might be used to inter- 
cept such vessels. 

n wintertime the steamer’s services would be invaluable 

on our coast in relieving vessels in distress. 

So fr as the_prevention of smuggling is conc@rned, the 
services of su@{ a vessel would be also very valuable. 


In the hope that the measure (which I believe has the || 


sanction of our commercial community) may be successful, 


J remain, your obedient servant, 
JOHN McKEON,. 
Hon. G. R. Pevron. 

Mr. TOOMBS. 
necessary in order to arrest suspected slavers. 

Mr. SEWARD. Among other revenue pur- 

SER. 

Mr. TOOMBS. It seems, then, that we are 
compelled to get new steamships to stop the 
slave trad@ in the city of New York, according 
to the evidence before the Senate. We cannot 
keep these gentlemen from the African slave 
trade with all our laws declaring it piracy. A 
new stexmer is required, net on the coast of 


New | 


It only authorizes the Pres- 


| 





cutter service to the wants of the commerce of 
the country—with that l am content; but when- 
ever you act specially, and make a particular 


legislation, and liable to great abuse. I think the 
bill ought not to pass. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question 
is on the amendment of the Senator from New 
| York. 

Mr. FESSENDEN. I hope the amendment 
will not prevail. Iam prepared to vote for the 
| bill as it stood originally; but it is now, as I un- 
derstand, proposed to amend it by striking out a 
particular clause which has reference to the mode 
in which the vessel may be employed. I believe 
that to be the principle of the bill itself. For all 
the ordinary wants of the revenue service, the 
present species of cutters are sufficient. I have 
no doubt that the bill speaks the truth, and was 
introduced into the House with the express ob- 
ject of having a kind of vessels which should 
Sahu a duty very much needed on our coast. 
| It is well known that the access to the port of 
| New York is exceedingly dangerous, especially 
| in the winter season. One of the valuable ser- 
| vices which a revenue cutter has to render to 
commerce (although it is not directly within the 
line of revenue duty, nevertheless, by saving 
| vessels it increases the revenue of the country 
| very considerably, and in many cases the revenue 
| acquired by a single vessel would go far toward 
| building the cutter) is to afford assistance to dis- 
| tressed vessels. That is one of the objects, and, 
| in my judgment, one of the proper and legitimate 
| objects of the bill as it was originally designed. 
| I see no reason for striking out these words. It 
is not a movement of the honorable Senator from 
New York himself; but he says the bill will be 
| satisfactory to the President and the Secretary 





|| of the Treasury if the clause be stricken out. I 


|| take it they will not be particularly dissatisfied 


with the bill if that amendment be not made; 
there is no reason why they should be; and there 
is especially no reason why we should send the 


|, details of a bill of this kind to the President and 
| the Secretary ofthe Treasury to see whether they 
| are satisfied and want any amendment to it before 





we pass it. 
The real objection, I suppose, is, that this clause 
| introduces and sanctions the idea, that a vessel 
of the revenue service may be employed, under 
the direction of the proper officers, for the relief 
_of vessels in distress and danger on the coast—a 
service which revenue cutters in their present 


The letter states that it is | state have always rendered, a great and valuable 
| service, and one which they ought to render, I 


| feel very much interested in this matter; because 
—I say it frankly to the Senate—I have a peti- 
tion from my own section in the hands of the 
Committee on Commerce of the Senate at the 
present time, which involves the same idea I 
will state its contents, and the facts set forth in it, 
which facts are true. The revenue cutter district 
in which the port of Portland is situated, is some- 
thing like one hundred and fifty miles in length, 
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extending from Portsmouth, New Ham 
to Mount Desert rock. The revenue cutter di 
trict over which that vessel runs, embraces ion 
tonnage than any other district in the Unites 
States except New York. It is the second j 
point of number of tons and value of tonnass 
Our coast is a very difficult one in winter—jt ;, 
| not difficult of access, but the extreme cold and 
storms make it dangerous. Itis not unfrequenily 
the case that vessels getting there are coven 
| with ice; their crews are frozen and unable to 
| navigate the ship; when, if a little ASSistanee 
could be rendered by a revenue cutter moving y 
and down the coast, large amounts of property 
| might be preserved, and much revenue saved to 
the country. If a vessel is kept on hand fo 
other purposes kindred with the revenue, why 
should it not be prepared to render the assis. 
ance always wanted by vessels engaged in the 
| merchant service, on such a coast as that in the 
Inclement season of the year? There is a peti. 
tion before that committee asking for the pur. 
| chase or construction of a revenue cutter for that 
district, which is the second in point of extent jg 
the United States; and this morning a proposi- 
tion has been presented by the honorable Senajor 
from Pennsylvania that one may be procured 
| also for the port of Philadelphia. 
Now, let us have a fair understanding on this 
subject. Let us not strike out these words, and 
| ia a manner conceal, or strive to conceal the ob- . 
ject, (for this is unquestionably the great object 
that is intended,) and lead the Senate into any 
misapprehension in regard to it. Let us havea 
full and definite understanding of the matter, | 
| am in favor of this bill. I am in favor of this 
clause of the bill. I think it exceedingly neces. 
| sary for the protection of the commerce of the 
country—-a matter of very great consequence— 
/ and I want the Senate to understand fully, that 
if this bill passes it is but the beginning of a sys- 
tem; and the retention of this clause is necessary 
| to have the subject understood. If a cutter is to 
be built at one place because it is necessary for 
| the wants of commerce, as the honorable Senator 
from Georgia says, it is inaugurating a policy to 
be followed up, and I want the advantage of that 
policy. 
| These are my views in regard to the bill. I 
| am in favorof the bill. I think it ought to pass, 
| I think this clause should be retained. I am 
| Opposed to striking it out for the reason I have 
| stated, and I want the bill put on its fair grounds, 
| and definitely and distinctly understood by every- 
body. If the bill then passes, we all know what 
we are about; and if it does not, things must 
remain as they are until we can try again. 

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. President, I believe I 
suggested to the Senator from New York the 
propriety of striking out these words. I am 
willing, like the Senator from Georgia, to vote 
for as many revenue cutters as may be necessary 
for that particular branch of the service. When 
those cutters are provided, I do not object to their 
incidental use for the relief of distressed vessels. 
So far as it is incidental I do not object to that; 
_ but, here is the commencement of a new scheme 
and a new policy, by which we are to build steam- 
ers and cutters for the purpose of relieving ves- 
sels that are distressed. Wome not only to have 
revenue cutters for the legitimate wants of the 
service, but we are to build steamers, fit them 
out, and keep them up, for the purpose of reliev- 
ing shipping on the coast. I object to this asa 
substantive ground of jurisdiction and appropria- 
tion. I think I foresee what is to grow out of It. 
We are already informed by the Senator from 
Maine, in a frank and manly manner, that he 
does intend to base on this application similar 
ones for other cutters for other ports, whose 
chief object and use is to be to relieve vessel 
that may be distressed upon the coast. ' 

I beg the Senate to look to what this will ult- 
mately lead, for we know from how small a foun- 
dation of Federal jurisdiction we have seen grow 
_up the most gigantic schemes of expenditure and 

extravagance. I believe that if we agree to this 
now, in the end we shall. see a fleet of steamers 
fitted out for the purpose of relieving and aiding 
these vessels. I think the navigating interest has 
already enough from the Government. It has 4 
monopoly of the coasting trade; it has, so far 4s 
eastern navigation is concerned, the support of 
the fishing bounties. But now, we are to do for 
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| one of the owners of the steamer Daniel Tomp- 
kins, which went to the relief of the steamship 
‘ose of aiding and assisting them in pursuing || Southerner, which was wrecked one hundred and 
their legitimate business. -  _ | eighty miles outside of Puget Sound. The 
,s | said before, so far as cutters are used inci- || revenue cutter Jefferson Davis attempted to go 
dentally for this purpose, if we hav no more | to the relief of the vessel, but it could not beat 
eyiters than are wanted for the revenu> service I | out, and the commander made a contract witha 
jo not object to ity it Is right enough. If this || steamer there, which went to the relief of the 
cutter were wanted for revenue purposes, | would || vessel. If you had had a steam revenue cutter 
not object to that; but if it is to be built, and put || of your own, she could have got out to Puget 
out, and maintained, chiefly and mainly for the || Sound without the necessity of getting a private 
»arpose of relieving ships at sea, I do object to it. | ship to perform that service. 
it is the commencement of a new policy m which Mr. HALE. 1 wish to ask a question of the 
{think this Government ought not toembark. || chairman of the Committee on Commerce, as I 
Mr. FESSENDEN. [ask that the bill may || see this bill comes from that committee. It is, 
pe read again. I did not understand it as the | whether this restriction of stationing a revenue 
Senator says. I understand that those words | cutter by law at one particular port, is not a new 
were inserted as indicating an object for which || feature in our legislation; whether we have ever 
the cutter may be employed; but the main object || builta revenue cutter before, and stationed her by 
ig the revenue service. | law at any particular point? Will the chairman 
Mr. SEWARD. Allow me to interrupt the | of the Committee on Commerce be kind enough 
honorable Senator from Maine for a moment. If 1 to answer that question? 
the bill passes as it is proposed to be amended, || Mr. DODGE. As the chairman of that com- 
this steam revenue cutter will stand upon pre- || mittee I will say that I am not aware it has been || 
cisely the same footing as, and be in all respects || the case before. 
a revenue cutter like, the present sailing revenue || Mr. HALE. I suppose that is the fact. I 
cutters which belong to the revenue department, || understand it is the fact; and this is an entirely || 
and are mainly employed and directed to the rev- || new feature in our legislation. If the steamer is |! 
enue service; but incidentally, when they can be || necessary to be built, 1 think it may be left, as 
dispensed with there and are required elsewhere, || al! other revenue cutters are, under the control of || 
they are employed in the relief of distressed ves- || the Secretary of the Treasury. To test the sense | 
sels. There is no such clause in the law under || of the Senate on that point, | move to strike out 
which the present sailing vessels are constructed || these words: ** to be stationed at the port of New | 
and used, as that which the honorable Senator || York;’’ so that, if a new steam revenue cutter is 
insists shall be put into this bill. It puts this on || built, she will be, like all other revenue cutters, 
an entirely different footing, and renders it impos- || at the disposal of the Secretary of the Treasury. 
sible to reconcile the conflicting opinions between || If he sees that she is wanted at the port of New | 
how much the revenue service ought to do for the |} York, he will send her there; but it ought to be, || 
relief of distressed vessels, and how much ought || like all other revenue cutters, under his control. 
to be done by the home squadron, or by the | The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The question 
Navy Department. If we consent to this amend- || is on the amendment of the Senator from New 
ment, it leaves this vessel to go just er where | York, to strike out the words: ‘* and for the pur- 
n 
| 


or 
that what we do not do for any other interest— | 
keep a fleet of cutters and steamers for the pur- | 


| 








the other revenue vessels go, and nobody has ever || pose of affording relief to distressed vessels, their 
complained that they did not go as often as was || passengers and crews.”’ 
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York require this revenue cutter to be stationed 


there, when she is built, nobod 
better than the Secretary of the Treasury, and he 
will be likely to send it there. But if you putin 
this restriction, however urgent the necessities of 
the service might be for a steam-cutter—there 
being but one—to be transferred for a special tume 


will know that 


| to another port, he could not do it, because Con 


gress had stationed it by law at New York. 
This is only the beginning of a system. There 
will be other steam-cutters built, and I want them 
all left where the present cutters are, to the dis- 
cretion of the Executive. The Executive knows 
the wants of the various ports better than Con- 
gress possibly can. If, when this cutter is built, 
the wants of commerce at New York require it, 
she will getit. No doubt if you leave the con- 
trol of this cutter where you leave the others, the 
law will be wisely administered, and it will be 
i. but if you undertake by act 


of Congress to station a revenue cutter at one 


| place, you will have to station one at another 


place. I hope my amendment will be adopted 
Mr. BRODHEAD. Mr. President, I did not 
intend to offer any amendment to this bill, because 
I] am averse to putting anything like riders upon 
a bill of this sort. I had determined on this 
ourse, notwithstanding I think a revenue steamer 
at Philadelphia is quite as necessary as one at 
New York; but since amendments have been of- 
fered to this bill by its friends, I think it proper 
to make a few suggestions on the subject, and to 
propose an amendment also. I concur fully in 
the view so well expressed by the Senator from 
New Hampshire. If we are to have a steam 
revenue cutter, its station should be left, as a 
question of administration, to the Treasury De- 
partment. I propose, therefore, to concur in the 
Q the Senator from New 
Hampshire, with an additional one, to strike out 
** one’’ steam cutter, and insert ** two,”’ and strike 
out ** $150,000, ’’ and insert ‘* $300,000."’ Letus 
have two cutters, and for this reason: Philadel- 


| phia throughout the world is recognized as one 


necessary, or convenient, or useful for the reli-f 
of distressed vessels. If this clause stands inte 


The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. HALE. 


I now offer my amendment to 


of the first commercial cities of the American 


Union. Why should we confer on New York a 


new law, it may prevent the passage of the bill, | 
and will accomplish nothing except raising a | 
question whether we will depart from our present | 
system in this way. -| 
Mr. FESSENDEN. So far as I am individ- | 
ually concerned, I would not insist on calling 
fora vote upon that matter. My principal object 
was to notify the Senate that by striking out these 
words, one of the objects was not concealed at 
all; and I understand distinctly that if a steam 
cutter is built for revenue purposes, it is under- | 
stood that it isin some degree, to a certain extent, 
to be used in reference to the wants of commerce, | 
in the particular which I have mentioned; and | 
that idea is not to be negatived entirely by striking | 
out these words. 
Mr. WELLER. As there seems to be some | 
difference of opinion as to the language of the 








strike out these words: ‘to be stationed at the 
port of New York.” buta monopoly of vessels of thisdescription? It 
Mr. SEWARD. The honorable Senator from || is wrong. As suggested by the Senator from 
New Hampshire misspprehends the general law | Georgia, it is contrary to the provisions of the 
on this subject. If he will turn to the report he | Constitution. Our laws should be uniform in 
will learn the particulars of the revenue laws in | this respect. I think this reasoning is unanswer- 
this respect. There is a system of revenue laws || able, and I shall, therefore, propose further to 
which establishes the revenue cutters, and author- || amend the bill, when the amendment of the Sen- 
izes the President of the United States to procure || tor from New Hampshire shall be disposed of, so 
revenue cutters for the different ports, to be sta- || as to have two steam revenue cutters, and to in- 
tioned at the different ports, under the direction || crease the amount of the appropriation. 
of thesSecretary of the Treasury and the col- || Mr. RUSK. It is very difficult, in all appro- 
lector of the port. There are such revenue cut- || priations of this description, to distinguish be- 
ters in all the important ports of the United States | tween the public service and the local advantages 
on the sea-coast and on the lakes; and they are || to a particular place. Whenever the public ser- 
under the direction of the Department, and are || vice requires it, I shall very cheerfully vote for a 
‘* stationed’’ justasthisis. The effect of the law | meagure of this sort. Where the local advant- 
is to authorize the President to procure them; || ages of any particular place urges it, I shall vote 


monopoly not —_ of the ocean mail steam lines, 


against it. I shal) vote against the amendment 
fér certain stations. 


The Secretary read the bill. s. The revenue cutter of the 
Mr. WELLER. I believe the Senator from || port of New York is not a revenue cutter for the 


bill, { ask the Secretary to read it. | and when they are procured, they are procured 


The revenue cutter for the 


| ters. 


of the Senator from New Hampshire, for this 
reason: I want to limit the number of these cut- 


New York proposes to strike out a portion of the || port of Charleston. 
bill. If those words be struck out, as a matter || 


of course it will be necessary to amend the title 
of the bill. In other words, he proposes to strike 
out the reasons which are alleged upon the face 
of the bill for its passage. No one can doubt 


the necessity of a revenue cutter at the port of || 


New York. It is important also at other places, | 
oa at San Francisco; but it is well | 

nown that all these revenue cutters are used, | 
whenever they can be so used, for the purpose of | 
relieving ships in distress. 1 know they are so | 
used on the Pacific. This cutter, I take it for 
granted, if the appropriation passes, will be thus 
used whenever it can be so used without inter- | 
fering with the legitimate business of the revenue 
service, 

[ might give reasons why, atall these important 
points, there should be steam revenue cutters. If 
it became necessary, in order to enforce the rev?) 
enue laws of the United States, to arrest a vessel 
which was about proceeding to sea, it would be 
very important that you should have a steamer | 
there in order to overhaul it. Your sailing cutter | 
might not be able to get out. It was but at the 
last session that an appropriation was made to a 
gentleman by the name of Scranton, who was 


{ 
t 





|| that steam navigation has increased since these 


|| ing of these vessels is within the ee es of 


This bill proposes but one, and at a place 
ort of Charleston is one which is stationed there. | where I think the public service requires it; and 
he difficulty in this case arises from the fact | I shall therefore vote for it. If the amendment 
of the Senator from New Hampshire, however, 
should prevail, 1 shall be very doubtful about 
indispensably necessary in New York, the prin- || voting for the bill, because that would leave it 
cipal port of the United States, to use a revenue | open to make the experiment, and station them 
| cutter, it is a sailing vessel, instead of u steam || at places for local advantage where the public 
vessel. The general law does not allow the pur- || service does not require them. I have thought 
chase and stationing there of a steam vessel. That || for some time that the port of New York requires 
is all there is of the question. I hope the amend- || some more speedy vessel than agsailing vessel 
ment will not prevail. || as a protection to the revenue, especially as a 
Mr. HALE. Iamright,then. The station- | large portion of the commerce of that city is car- 
ried on insteamers. I may be mistaken, but [ am 
| the President and Secretary of the Treasury. | willing to make the experiment. I do not regard 
| They are not stationed bylaw, and never have || it ss at all a local benefit for the city of New 
been; and there never has been an attempt by the || York; but I regard it as a matter necessary for 
Legislature to station a revenue cutter; and it || the protection of the revenue of the United States 
seems to me it would be exceedingly unwise for || at the port of New York, where the facilites of 
the Legislature to attemptit. 1t would be usurp- | smuggling are so great on account of the number 
ing a part of the administrative functions of the || of steam vessels established there. I shall vote 
President and Secretary of the Treasury. It is || for the bill if confined to New York; but not for 
purely a piece.of administration, and a very sub- | a general system. ; 
ordinate and minute interference by Congress Mr. HAMLIN. Mr. President, the cutter 
with the duty of the Seerctary of the Treasury. || system in its origin was designed to protect the 
This duty has been performed well. No fault || revenues of the country. That, | suppose, 19 its 
has been found with it. If the wants of New |} object at this time. © Under an express provision 


laws were passed; and now, when it is found 
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of the law, as 1 believe—but from the hurried 
manner in which this debate has come up, I have 
not been able to examine the statutes—the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury is authorized to divert these 
cutters from the specific purpose for which they 
were designed, to the relief of distressed seamen 
upon the coast. Whether there is an express 
provision inthe law to that effect, | will not say 
certainly. This, however, I do know, that under 
a revulation of the Treasury LD partment the y 
have been used for that purpose from the forma 
tion of the system to the present time. The eir- 
culars which have been issued—whether these 
circulars created the practice or were bas« d upon 
the law I will not stop to inquire, but my im- 
pression is that there isa law—were before the 
Committee on Commerce at the last session of 
The bill now presented, as I under- 
stand it, proposes no change whatever in the sys- 
tem, or the object which 1s designed to be aecom- 
plishe d by that system, but it proposes to have 
steam instead of sail service. That is the pro- 
vision of the bill; but in two other particulars it 
does propose to change what has been the Jan- 
guage of the law, if the Senator from New York 
1s riglit in supposing that there is an express pro- 
vision. 

Mr. SEWARD. Will the honorable Senator 
allow me to give him the information at which 
he 1s laboring to arrive? 

Mr. HAMLIN. Yes, sir. 

Mr. SEWARD. Itis contained in the report 
of the House committee on this subject, and is: 

“The disastrous shipwrecks whieh have so frequently 
occurred upon the coasts of New York and New Jersey, 
involving the destruction of millions in property, and tright 
ful sacrifices of human lie—among which may be enumer 
ated the cases of the ships Mexico and Bristol, where tfun 
dreds of helpless passengers perished within a few miles of 
the harbor of New York—aroused the sympathies of the 
whole people; and in answer to their appeal, Congress 
promptly passed the act, approved December, 1837, wherein 
the President of the United States is empowered * to cause 
any suitable number of public vessels adapted to the pur 
pose, to cruise upon the coast in the severe portion of the 
season, When the public service will allow it, and to afford 
such aid to distressed navigators as their circumstances 
may require ;’ and it was added, *such vessels shall go to 
sea fully prepared to render such assistance.’ ”’ 

Now, the honorable Senator will excuse me for 
saving that this bill does not at all interfere, in 
any of its details, with the present system. 

Mr. HAMLIN. The law to which the Senator 
has referred corresponded with my recollection. 
‘The circulars of the Treasury Department, there- 
fore, were based upon that law. The words 
which the Senate have already stricken from this 
bill, were only reénacting what is the existing 
law. ‘The words now proposed to be stricken 
from the bill, however, change the system, and fix 
and determine a specific point at which the par- 
ticular revenue cutter is to be used; and however 
necessary it might become to use the cutter at any 
other point than the one named in the bill, it 
would not be possible to do so under the bill. 
The general authority as it now exists, which 
gives the Secretary unqut stioned power to senda 
cutter belonging to New York into another dis- 
trict, would cease, and this boat could be stationed 
at only one portand none other. It is a depart- 
ure from the provisions ef the existing law. It 
seems to me that Senators who were desirous of 
striking out the words already stricken from the 
bill ought, if they are consistent in the argument 
which they used, also to vote to strike out these 
words. Ido not believe it is necessary to desig- 
nate the precise point any more than xe precise 
duty. One is a departure from the present sys- 
tem, while the other would have been only a 
reaffirmation of the law. 

Mr. TOONBS. IL would suggest to the Sen- 
ate that | see no possible reason, and the Senator 
from New York has affirmed none, why this 
vessel should be taken from under the control of 
the Secretary of the Treasury and the President 
of the United States, where the general law leaves 
all other cutters, 

Mr. SEWARD. Itis not. How is it so? 

Mr. TOOMBS. Because he can order any 
revenue cutter to New York, and from New 
York to anywhere else; but if this bill pass he 
cannot do so with this one. This cutter will 
stand by itself, different from any revenue cutter 
in the service of the United States, if this clause | 
remain. You say it shall be stationed at New 
York, and there you are to keep it. The clause | 
is for that purpose, if it means anything. If it | 


Congress. 
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is not intended for that purpose, strike out these 
words; and then they can use it in New York 
if it is the most important point; and —- de- 
sire to send a vessel to Maine or Philadelphia 
under particular circumstances, they can do it, 
But there can be certainly no reason why this 
one revenue cutter should be exempted from the 
general law of every other revenue cutter of the 
United States; and, therefore, the motion of the 
Senator from New Hampshire is eminently 
proper, and I can see no reason why it should not 
prevail. I will not vote for the bill anyhow. It 
It comes by no authority. 
We are not properly informed whether this more 
expensive system is wanted. We have not the 
first evidence thata steam revenue cutter is neces- 
sary, or that the others are not all-sufficient for 
the purpose of the revenue. This isa fruitful 
increase of expenditure, about which we ought 
to be well satisfied, especially as the honorable 
Senator from Maine says he wants it to be the 
inauguration of a new policy. We ought to be 
satistied that we do obtain something to show 
that the object is worthy of the vast additional 
expense which every Senator knows will result 
from the employment of steam vessels over sail 


vessels. Probably in our revenue service the 


ratio of expense will not be less than twenty to | 


one, 

Mr. SEWARD. Those who desire the adop- 
tion of any measures by a legislative body, must 
necessarily expect to take the measures in the 
shape in which they can get them—in a shape 
satisfactory to those who give them, and not satis- 
factory to themselves. I would prefer this bill 
in the shape in which it comes from the House 
of Representatives, and without the amendment 
which has been adopted; but in order to avoid 
objections—it seemed to me founded in a careful 


regard to the public welfare and the benefit of the | 
service—I offered an amendment upon the sug- | 
gestion of the chairman of the Committee on || 
Finance, which I was satisfied would vot at all | 


impair the efficiency of the bill, but would render 
it more acceptable to the Executive Government 
and the Committee on Finance. I still think it 
was wisely done, and does not at all impair the 
efficiency of the bill for all the purposes for which 
the revenue cutters are engaged, as well for the 
relief of distressed navigators as for the revenue. 
Now, in regard to the other point, it is very ap- 
parent that the moment we shall adopt the amend- 
ment, and strike out the provision stationing 
this vessel at the city of New York, we throw the 
bill open to objections made in another quarter, 
by persons who think this bill will be the adop- 
tion of a precedent that will be carried so far 
that other vessels (unnecessary, and not wanted 
as this one is at the city of New York) will be 
forced uponus. Those who insist on this amend- 
ment will see that it is one which commends 
itself to those who are opposed to the biil al- 
together and to any such revenue cutter any- 
where. They therefore will find, I think, that 
it is not | who am mistaken in my logic about 


the arguments in favor of this bill, but it isa} 


misapprehension of their own. They are not 
advancing their own purposes, while they are 
embarrassing this bill. I wish my honorable 
friend from New Hampshire would see that it is 
not necessary to press this amendment. 


Mr. BAYARD. The bill, as I understood, is 


| a bill intending to provide a steam cutter for the 


revenue service. The object of the amendment 


is to strike out the words which confine the use | 


of that cutter to the port of New York. Iam 
necessarily compelled to vote for that amendment, 
because I think we interfere too much by legisla- 
tion in matters of administrative detail. It is 


| certainly a matter of administrative detail as to 


how your revenue cutters, whether steam or sail 
vessels, are to be used in the service. Iam op- 
posed to Congress uidertaking, with our limited 
information as to matters of detail, to fix matters 
of that kind, and therefore I shall vote in favor 
of this amendment. 

Mr. TOUCEY. I feel constrained to vote for 
this amendment, because the clause seems to me 
to trench on the peculiar duties of the executive 
department of the Government. I should prefer 
leaving it, aS a mere matter of administration, 


| where the question is left in regard to every other 


i 
‘ 


similar measure. I would not undertake to re- 
strict the employment of a public vessel to any 
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one port, but would leave it to the execy 
department to direct its application and- employ. 
ment e!sewhere if the public service required \; 

Mr. HAMLIN. I wish not to be misund. 
stood in this matter. I am myself in fayor ,¢ 
revenue cutter boats propelled by steam oy ti, 
primary ground of their importance to the rey, 
enue; but I also favor them, because I beliey, 
a secondary point of view they may be jor 
useful for the purpose already designated by jay. 
3ut I would not designate the precise points at 
which these boats shall be used, unless yoy eg. 
tablish a uniform system, and designate the whol. 
coast. I am for the bill, and shall vote for j; jp 
the words be not stricken out; but I want they 
stricken out, because I believe it will be je. 
ter. 

Mr. FISH. I think there is a misapprehep. 
sion as to the effect of stationing a particular bog 
at a particular port. It does not necessarily pre. 
vent the employment of that vessel elsewhere, 
Thatis simply the rendezvous, the main station, 
A vessel stationed at New York frequently has 
been sent across the ocean; it has been sent to 
the West Indies; it has been sent to all points of 
our coast. So it will be with this. The object jg 
simply to designate New York as her main sta. 
tion—her home station, where she will be whey 
| not employed elsewhere. It is there that she will 
apes A be most frequently needed ; but she may 
»e sent to Maine or to Texas, if required there, 
The whole administration is left to the Depart. 
ment. All the present revenue cutters are sta- 
tioned somewhere or other, and precisely as ef. 
| fectively as this one will be by the bill. 1 desired 
| only to call the attention of Senators who seemed 
to misapprehend it, to the effect of the stationing 
provided for by the bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The hour for 
the special order has arrived, and it must be taken 
up unless the Senate otherwise direct. 

Mr. SEWARD. I hope the honorable Sep- 
ator from Mississippi, [Mr. Brown,] who is enti- 
tled to the floor on the special order, will allow 
us to take the question on this bill. 

Mr. BROWN. I cannot be pertinacious under 
the circumstances; and if this Pill is not likely to 
consume a great deal of time I will yield; but! 
| hope I shall not be postponed to a late hour of 
| the day. 

Mr. SEWARD. I shall not ask that. 

Mr. RUSK. By common consent let us go on 
with this bill. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. By the unani- 
mous consent of the Senate, the special order can 
be passed over for the present. 

Mr. THOMPSON, of Kentucky. I object. 

Mr.STUART. I move to postpone the special 
order for thirty minutes. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. RUSK. I think the Senator from Con- 
| necticut [Mr. Toucey] places a wrong construc- 
tion on this clause; certainly he and [ differ in 
regard toit. The bill directs the President of the 
| United States to procure a suitable steamer “to 
be stationed at the port of New York as a revenue 
cutter.”’ I do not consider that as conveying the 
idea that the cutter shall not be used anywhere 
else. It will be justas subject to the orders of the 
Department as any other revenue cutter; and the 
city of New York is designated as its place. 
shall vote against this amendment, because I wish 
to limit the number. I do not consider this pro- 
vision as encroaching on the authority of the 
Department to order this boat arfywhere; but as 
the honorable Senator from New York has very 

roperly said, it may be sent to Texas if required. 
rhe bill lene designates one port as the general 
station of the boat. It is for the urpose of con- 
fining this experiment to a single boat that I vote 
against the amendment. I think such a vessel 18 
necessary at New York; and if it should be neces- 
sary to use her for the performance of service 
elsewhere, she will clearly be under the control 
of the Secretary of the Treasury. If we adopt 
|| the amendment, and the bill be passed, I fear w® 
shall have a dozen of these boats. 

The amendment was agreed to; there being, 0" 

|| a division—ayes 22, noes 12. : 

| ‘Thebill was reported to the Senate as amended, 
| and the amendments made as in Committee of th? 
|| Whole were concurred, in. The quesuon was 
|| stated to be on ordering the amendments to 0@ 
'| engrossed and the bill to be read a third ume. 
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